e ARG

R E F © K T R E & U M E S.

ED 019 825 ’ EF 001 539
: NINTH ARIZONA TOWN HALL ON HIGHER ECUCATIGN IN ARIZONA.

RESEARCH REFORT, RECOMMENDATIONS AND LIST OF FARTICIFANTS.

ARIZONA ACACEMY, PHOENIX

ARIZONA UNIV., TUCSON

‘ FUB DATE AUG 66
'ECRS FPRICE MF-$1.066 HC-3$106.32 256F.

CESCRIFTORS~ #ENROLLMENT FPROJECTIONS, *FECERAL AID, *STATE

AID, *STATE CCLLEGES, *STATE FROGRAMS, ECUCATICNAL FINANCE,
FACILITY UTILIZATION RESEARCH, FECERAL STATE RELATIONSHIF,

JUNICOR COLLEGES, FLANNING, FPHOENIX

THE ARIZONA ACACEMY CHOSE FOR THE TOPIC OF ITS NINTH
ARIZONA TOWN HALL THE BRCAD FROBLEMS OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN
ARIZONA. A GENERAL HISTORY COF HIGHER ECUCATICN IN THE UNITED
STATES AND A CORRESFPONDING HISTORY FOR THE STATE COF ANIZONA
IS GIVEN., THE HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA GIVES A
: BRIEF SUMMARY COF FERTINENT DATA ABOUT EACH INSTITUTION IN
g ARIZONA AND A DISCUSSION COF THE STRUCTURE, PROGRAMS AND
: FURFPOSES OF HIGHER ECUCATICN IN ARIZCONA. MORE SFPECIFIC
FROBLEMS DISCUSSEC ARE--(1) GROWTH AND RESCURCES COF HIGHER

: : ECDUCATION IN ARIZONA--FOFULATION GROWTH, IN/OUT-MIGRATICN,
: , ENRCOLLMENTS, JUNIOR COLLEGES, FTE, FACILITIES UTILIZATICN,
g (2) FINANCING OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZCONA, (3) BUDGETS,

FUNDCS; INSTITUTIONAL COSTS, CAPITAL QUTLAY COSTS, TAX
'SUFFORT, (4! FECERAL FUNDS FOR RESEARCH, ANC (5) FUTURE )
CIiRECTIONS--ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS, COCTORAL CEGREES, é
FROJECTED COSTS, FROJECTED CAFITAL CUTLAY, CHANGING NEELS, - : | 1
ROLES, PROGRAMS AND METHOCS, ARTICULATION AND COORDINATICON,
NEW INSTITUTIONS. (HH)

% oo S L
R Y e e IR N

o

g




R I
i

£ED019825

ARIZONA ACADEMY

SPONSOR OF

ARIZOINZA TOWMZIT FEALILS

NINTH ARIZONA TOWN HALL

ON

g HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

S T T R T T

L amReagee. .

s

T

RESEARCH REPORT, RECOMMENDATIONS
AND LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

| ®

i RESEARCH REPORT

| PREPARED BY

THE STATE UNIVERSITIES

; OF ARIZONA s

COORDINATED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA i
TUCSON, ARIZONA

ARIZONA ACADEMY
1210 ARIZONA TITLE BUILDING
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003

i
>
i
¥
3
qu
-
e
18
#

EFroo!539

oo

TR R T T R R T



NS TR SN

LAWRENCE MEHREN

ARIZONA ACADEMY

OFEICERS AND DIRECTORS 1966-67
OFFICERS JOHN G. BABBITT

2nd Vice President

President Secretary

J.

LUTHER DAVIS JOHN E. EVANS

Ist Vice President Treasurer
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY: SHIRLEY (MRS. THOMAS) AGNOS

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

L NN, SR T £ 2 N

JESSE W. ALLEN
Arizona House of Representatives

oqales

JOHN G, BABBITT

Treasurer, Babbitt Brothers Trading
Company, Flagstaff

WALTER R. BIMSON

Chairman, Valley National Bank, Phoenix
W. ALBERT BREWER, M.D.

Past President, Arizona Medical
Association, Phoenix

J. ERNEST BROWNING

Past President, Arizona Cattle
Growers Association, Willcox
EDWARD M. CARSON
Administrative Vice President,

First National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix
J. LUTHER DAVIS

President, Tucson Gas & Electric
Company, Tucson

LEW DAVIS

Mayor, Tucson

SAM DICK

President, Yuma County Water Users
Association, Yuma

G. HOMER DURHAM .
President, Arizona State University

Temrpe

JORN E. EVANS

Secretary-Treasurer, Arizona State
AFL-C10, Phoenix

JAY M. GATES, JR.

Presic’ent, Central Commercial Company
Kingran

JONATHAN D. GOREE

Farming, Coolidge

HOWARD R. GWYNN

Farming, Yuma

THERON M. HALL

President, Apache Title Company

St. Johns

RICHARD A. HARVILL .
President, The University of Arizona,
Tucson

JOHN H. HAUGH .
Arizona State House of Representatives
Tucson

HENRY H. HAUPT

Senior Consultant, Batten, Barton,
Durstine & Osborn, Phoenix

ROBERT W. HEYER

President, Southern Arizona Bank

& Trust Company, Tucson

EARL HORRELL

Past President, Arizona Cattle Growers
Association, Globe

vON HUMMEL

Assistant Secretary, U, S. Department of
Housing & Urban Affairs (Washington)

Tucson

MARION (MRS. W. D.} KELLEY
President, Arizona League of
Women Voters, Tucson

SOPHIA (MRS. JOHN) KRUGLICK
City Councilwoman, Phoenix
MAXINE (MRS. C. A} LAKIN
Phoenix Union High School Board
Phoenix

MORONI! M. LARSON

Larson Ranches, Safford

JOHN A. LENTZ, JR

Assistant General Manager
Phelps Dodge Corporation, Douglas

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
The officers and the following:

MRS. GEORGE H. NAGEL  G. HOMER DURHAM

HENRY H. HAUPT
ROBERT W. HEYER
A. B, SCHELLENBERG

FREDERIC S. MARQUARDT

Editor, Arizona Republic, Phoenix
WILLIAM R, MATHEWS

Editor and Publisher, Arizona
Daily Star, Tucson

LOUIS McCLENNEN

Attorney, Fennemore, Craig, Allen &
McClennen, Phoenix

R. J. McMULLIN

General Manager, Salt River Project
Phoenix

LAWRENCE MEHREN

Business Consultant and Rancher
Phoenix

HARRY MONTGOMERY

Associate Publisher, Republic and
Gazette, Phoenix

CARL A, MUECKE

United States District Judge,
Phoenix

PORTER MURRY

Judge, Greenlee County

Superior Court, Clifton

MABEL (MRS. GEORGE H.) NAGEL
Nagel Lumber Company, Winslow
EDWARD V. O'MALLEY
President, The O’Malley Companies
Phoenix

CHARLES H. ORME, JR.
Headmaster, The Orme School,
Mayer

MARVIN PALMER

Farming, Casa Grande

CHARLES FRANKLIN PARKER
Founding President,

Prescott College, Prescott

RABB| ALBERT PLOTKIN

Temple Beth Israel, Phoenix
RAYMOND RUBICAM

Arizona investor, Scottsdale

A. B. SCHELLENBERG

Arizona State Board of Regents,
Phoenix

CURRIN V, SHIELDS

Head, Government Department,
The University of Arizona, Tucson
LAWSON V. SMITH

Vice President, Mountain States
Telephone & Telegraph Company,
Phoenix

J. LAWRENCE WALKUP
President, Northern Arizona University
Flagstaff

MASON M. WARREN

Secretary, Construction, Production
and Maintenance Laborer’s Union,
Phoenix

MORRISON F. WARREN
Principal, Booker T. Washington
Elementary School, Phoenix

H. CARROLL WEED

Vice President, Inspiration
Consolidated Copper Company,
Inspiration

JACK WILLIAMS

President, Radio Station KOY
and Former Mayor, Phoenix
ALLEN D, YAZZ!IE

Navajo Tribal Councilman
Window Rock

COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

RESEARCH
FINANCE .......ccccovvuinmnenn,
PUBLIC INFORMATION

NOMINATIONS ........c.ccvvieae.

Henry Haupt
Louis McClennen
..... E. A. Fitzhugh
Walter R. Bimson

e ORI WA A I ot wme ae e

Lk AL S e T RN

o T

BRI

o AR

STV

S e




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.

ARIZONA ACADEMY

SPONSOR OF

A RIZOITA TOXRZINT ETALLS

NINTH ARIZONA TOWN HALL

ON

~ HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

RESEARCH REPORT, RECOMMENDATIONS
AND LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

RESEARCH REPORT
PREPARED BY

THE STATE UNIVERSITIES
OF ARIZONA

COORDINATED BY THE UNIVERSITY Of ARIZONA
TUCSON, ARIZONA

ARIZONA ACADEMY
1210 ARIZONA TITLE BUILDING
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85003

This document available from Arizona Academy. Price $3.50




CER TR .
B

W RIS

o R ST v B S TN T £

S e e R e A

This document available from Arizona Academy. Price $3.50

STAFF FOR

RESEARCH STUDY

“HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA”

THE STATE UNIVERSITIES OF ARIZONA

COORDINATED BY THE UNI"ERSITY OF ARIZONA

Froject Leader
SAMUEL C. MCMILLAN

Contributors

KAREN L. CARLSON
LAWRENCE CASTO

T. TiLMAN CRANCE
WALTER H. DELAPLANE
ARTHUR T. GRANT
JouN T. GREER
REUBEN G. GUSTAVSON

WIiLLIAM L. HENDERSON
PHILIP G. HUDSON
Cur7is B. MERRITT
DAvip L. PATRICK
RoBERT G. SCHMALFELD
MELvVIN L. TUCKER
DAviD L. WINDSOR

ARTHUR T. GRANT, Editor

ARIZONA ACADEMY
Research Committee
HENRY HAUPT, Chairman

JoHN G. BABBITT
GEORGE W. CHAMBERS

MINTON MOORE
JoHN C. PRITZLAFF, JR.

ASSISTANCE ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE FOR
FOREIGN TRADE

ARIZONA WESTERN COLLEGE

BUREAU OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMIC
RESEARCH, UNIVERSITY OF ARIZ.

BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH AND
SERVICES, ARIZONA STATE UNIV.

CocHISE COLLEGE

G. HOMER DURHAM

EASTERN ARIZONA COLLEGE

THE EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE,
PRINCETON, N. J.

THE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COM-
MISSION OF ARIZONA
MARGARET I. GOOoD
GRAND CANYON COLLEGE
RICHARD A. HARVILL
HARroLD B. HUNNICUTT
MARVIN C. KNUDSON
RONALD A. PETERSON
PHOENIX COLLEGE
PRESCOTT COLLEGE
J. LAWRENCE WALKUP

P




RS pu e

R A T T oy

e R s 2

s A b e s Y bl R Y BT T kol 3
PLrs St it Edouil, oo adest it ap s Pt e oh s
ir R )

i i e b st e AP AT P 1)

ARIZONA ACADEMY

PHOENIX, ARIZONA

In the frantic pace of modern society, men and women of real
stature and unusual abilities too often are encapsulated in their
particular spheres of activity. Their talents are devoted largely
to their specialized occupations.

Yet the very qualities which have made these people leaders
in their fields of endeavor are the ingredients so necessary to
the understanding and solution of many of the brcad problems
society faces in common. Their appreciation of the scope of these
problems and the objective judgment they bring to bear on the
principles involved can be important contributions to our state
and nation.

With these concepts in mind, the Arizona Academy was
formed in January, 1962 to provide a vehicle to bring together
different groups of leaders periodically for a thorough considera-
tion of various broad problems facing Arizona. These groups are
carefully selected to constitute a valid cross section of state
leadership — geographically, occupation-wise, and representative
of every shade of political, economic and social philosophy.

To this writing, there have been eight Town Halls, which are
the mechanisms through which the Academy approaches these
important problems. They have covered such vital fields as tax
structure, welfare policies, elementary and high school educaticn,
revision of Arizona’s constitution, public land policies, crime ar:d
juvenile delinquency, and others.

The Ninth Town Hall convenes at Casa Grande, Arizona, on
the evening of October 9, 1966, for an intensive three-day study
of “Higher Education in Arizona.” The subject is a vital one, of
tremendous importance to the Arizona of today and of tomorrow.

So that the participants in the coming session may have ade-
quate background information from which to launch their detailed
discussions, the Academy requested the state’s three universities
to develop a research report on the subject, coordinated by The
University of Arfzona, Tucson. Our sincere thanks go to these
institutions for the outstanding job done by their researchers and
presented in this volume. -

While this material is published basically for use of the Ninth
Town Hall participants prio: to and during the October con-
ference, we will subsequently bind into it the actual recommenda-
tions developed at Casa Grande on higher education. The com-
posite document will then be made available to the legislature,
various state, county, and municipal officials, and the general
public in the hope that it will be of real assistance in abating this
serious problem. -

August 1966 &dm jf%&\
President

At
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REPORT OF NINTH ARIZONA
~ TOWN HALL

SPONSORED BY

THE ARIZONA ACADEMY

ON THE SUBJECT

“HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA”

N othing advances the welfare of the human race more
rapidly than education, and nowhere is the advance more surely
encountered than on the higher levels of education.

Arizonans have demonstrated an acute awareness of educa-
tion’s importance by allocating more of the public resources to
its support than to any other activity. They have, in addition, re-
vealed their concern for higher education in a great many ways
that are detailed in the later pages of this volume.

The Ninth Arizona Town Hall, which was held at Francisco
Grande Hotel at Casa Grande, October 9-12, 1966, was a massive
demonstration of the state’s interest in this vital subject.

Under the sponsorship of the Arizona Academy, the Ninth
Arizona Town Hall brought together approximately ninety men
and women, each a leader in his or her own field of competence
and in community affairs on both local and state-wide bases.

These participants were carefully chosen to represent every
part of Arizona geographically, to cover a great range of occupa-
tions and community interests, and to reflect a wide spectrum
of social, economic and political philosophies. A particular ef-
fort was made to include able, representative spokesmen from
the state’s great institutions of learning, yet to make sure that
what might be called the professional viewpoint would not dom-
inate in numbers; by far the greater number of Town Hall dele-
gates were from non-academic fields of endeavor.




|

Under the subject, “Higher Education in Arizona,” these
leaders of thought in the state were presented with a series of
questions they had, in effect, developed for themselves in the
many weeks of preparation that precede a Town Hall meeting.
To obtain the widest possible expression of views in the most in-
formal atmosphere, the group was divided into four panels, each
following an identical discussion outline. The findings and rec-
ommendations of each panel were recorded as they were reached,
and on the third day of the Town Hall, in plenary session, were
combined, debated and adopted in the form here presented.

Obviously these findings cannot represent the conclusions
or opinions of every participant in the Town Hall. Not every par-
ticipant necessarily subscribes to all of the findings. Neither,
however were they arrived at by the “majority vote” technique.
To an amazing degree, perhaps credible only to those who have
witnessed one of the Arizona Town Halls in operation, these
findings do represent a consensus—a meeting of minds after ex-
haustive discussion of alternatives.

THE OBJECTIVES OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Since definitions precede fruitful discussions, the partici-
pants first sought to delineate the broad purposes of higher edu-
cation. There was general agreement that these purposes include
both the purely material and the philosophical. They should
prepare the student for a productive, satisfying and fruitful
life as a good citizen, developing his knowledge and attitudes
to their greatest potentials, training him for leadership and pro-
viding him with moral, ethical and philosophical precepts from
the great storehouse of man’s knowledge. An auxiliary purpose is
to improve and enlarge this sum total of knowledge.

Liberal Arts As a Basic Foundation

There was a feeling closely approaching unanimity that
Arizona’s institutions of higher education should insist upon a
basic foundation in the liberal arts, with particular emphasis
upon communicative abilities, even while meeting reasonable
demands for specialized and vocational training. The role of
the junior colleges in offering technical training was particu-
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larly stressed, but with the proviso that this should not preclude
the liberal arts foundation previously emphasized.

In all phases of higher education, Town Hall delegates felt
that a responsibility exists to maintain strong moral and ethical
principles in the classroom, as they should be maintained in all
segments of our society. Universities and colleges should con-
tinue to actively encourage off-campus religious centers for stu-
dents.

The Research Function

Research as a responsibility of higher education won general
approval. Town Hall feels that research should be encouraged
insofar as it furthers the basic, broad purpose of higher educa-
tion, and that the Board of Regents and faculties of the various
institutions should strive for an academic balance so that the
research function may supplement and improve the direct teach-
ing function in addition to increasing the store of human know-
ledge. One panel felt that research in all areas of learning needs
more emphasis in Arizona universities and that this would have
a beneficial effect on teaching.

The Roles of the Respective Institutions

There was no dissent from the proposition that universities
and colleges play an essential and vastly important role in
Arizona’s economy. They deserve great credit for what the
state has become, and have a continuing duty and responsibility
to study and serve the needs of the state in many specialized
ways.

Town Hall was loath to attempt to recommend restrictions
on the role in education of any of the states’ institutions—uni-
versities, junior colleges or private colleges. Generally, it was rec-
ognized that private colleges and state universities do and should
work in concert to meet general higher educational needs, with
some greater freedom for development and innovation available
to the private colleges, while the junior college role properly
tends more toward offering a vocational supplement in its term-
inal programs and providing a complement in its transfer pro-
grams.
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Suggestions for arbitrary assignment of different roles to the
state’s three universities were resisted by Town Hall delegates.
It was a strongly presented view that junior colleges should
plan their futures within the two-year framework, without
aspiring to four-year university status.

‘

Continuing education and retraining of adults, with consid-
erable emphasis upon vocational courses at the junior college
level, were felt to be proper functions of higher educational insti-
tuticns, and were recommended for expansion where a significant
demand exists. It was noted that such programs are largely self-
supporting,.

RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACADEMIC FREEDOM

Delegates expressed themselves strongly on the matter of
the obligations of citizenship in colleges and universities. Town
Hall felt that the freedoms and responsibilities of academic
citizenship of students, including the responsibility to obey the
laws of the land and the rules of the institutions they attend, do
not differ from those of other. citizens. Students, faculty and
administration should recognize the moral, spiritual and ethical
commitments that accompany citizenship, whether in a uni-
versity or a nation.

Academic freedom was found to be an honored principle,
upholding the highest precepts of citizenship, when it involves
the right of a responsible person to inquire, discover, publish
and teach the truth as he sees it. Such academic freedom. is
most properly exercised within the individual’s specific field
of competence and when accompanied by the fullest measure of
academic responsibility. Academic freedom does not, however,
relieve the academic community from the laws society has adop-
ted to assure its survival. Most delegates agreed with Sidney
Hook’s definition of academic freedom:

Academic freedom is a specific kind of freedom. It is
the freedom of professionally qualified persons to in-
quire, discover, publish and teach the truth as zhey see
it in the field of their competence, without any control or
authority except the control or authority of the rational
methods by which truth is established.

In relation to this academic freedom, it was felt that the insti-

—iV —

M TITANC et D

i s

O A o et

b e T WA AR L R

i

N st S

R

cae

[ IRTE

L

SRR et R

A

RS ats

o R iR e P




tutions of higher learning have a duty to encourage a balance
or range of views and philosophies in the composition of their
faculties.

In the broader field of student life, Town Hall felt that
any action under the aegis of the institution becomes an activ-
ity of the institution for which it bears responsibility. It was also
folt that it is the responsibility of the institution, which is com-
posed of governing boards, faculty and students, to adopt poli-
cies governing student activities and to communicate these poli-
cies to the parents and prospective students. It was recognized
by many, however, that the institutions’ responsibility could not
be extended to cover every aspect of students’ lives.

PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

Town Hall felt emphatically that a public responsibility
exists to make education beyond high school available on the
broadest possible basis to all motivated applicants. It concluded
that Arizona closely approaches this goal under present policies.
In this connection, one panel suggested an effort publicly to
emphasize the worth and dignity of post-high school training.in
the crafts and vocational pursuits in order to overcome a pos-
sible reluctance to enter college on less than a four-year, degree
basis.

Who Should Go To College?

Present admission requirements at institutions of higher
learning, co-related with entrance examinations where required,
were felt to be adequate under existing conditions. While such
requirements should not now be raised, however, it was’ antici-
pated that the creation of additional educational facilities, in-
cluding greater realization of the junior college potential, may
make it advisable to give further consideration to raising univer-
sity admission standards in the future. : |

Town Hall favored a public policy whereby those students
who meet scholastic standards now in force in Arizona, and who
are making satisfactory progress toward their educational goal,
should be encouraged to complete their college education. -

While all panels recognized the existence of some increase in
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enrollment as a result of military draft policies, it was not felt
that this is in any way a significant problem.

¥

Curricula and Standards

PR

It was not felt that any substantial problem of “easy cour-
ses” exists, whereby degrees can be obtained with minimum ef-
fort and little actual development of the individual. There was
strong opinion that more effective training at elementary and
high school levels in basic subjects, as discussed in a previous
Town Hall report, would have a salutary effect upon standards
at the higher education level. There was, for instance, continued
concern for improvement in all the basic skills of communica-
tion—reading, writing and oral expression.

Curricula should be determined by the needs of society
as demonstrated by the many influences exerted on the educa-
tional institutions. These derive from such sources as the ac-
crediting agencies, the professions, the world situation and other
social and economic requirements. The determination of cur-
ricula based upon them should be recommended by faculty
and administration to the appropriate governing board.

Financial Assistance to Individuals

Furthering Town Hall’s support for universally available
higher education, delegates commended existing state, federal
and private financial assistance to worthy students, including
the present policy of the universities permitting limited waiver of
‘tuition, and urged additional efforts to aid students whose finan-
cial resources are limited. More emphasis was suggested on
unrestricted scholarship and loan funds, student loan funds
repayable from income after graduation so that students may
finance their own education, Board of Regents grants to cover
tuition where economically feasible, and encouragement to more
private loans and grants.

In addition, the Town Hall concluded that efforts should
be made to obtain Federal legislation granting income tax re-
lief to individuals for payment of tuition and fees in a reasonable
amount to institutions of higher education, private or public.
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Priority development of additional work opportunities on
campus and in local industry was suggested as a most desirable
means of helping students to achieve an education by their own
efforts, to the great benefit of themselves and society.

Out-of-State Students

Out-of-state students comprise an asset to higher education
in Arizona, and to the state’s economy as well, Town Hall dele-

© gates agreed. Great importance was placed on the advantages to

Arizona students of establishing contact with other students
from all over the nation and the world, as well as on the fact
that many of the state’s future leaders may be young people
who came to Arizona as students and stayed to make their careers
here. While there was some divergence of opinion as to whether
out-of-state students directly pay the full cost of their attendance
at Arizona universities, there was no dissent from the proposi-
tion that the state as a whole realizes great peripheral economic
benefits from these students. ’

For these reasons, Town Hall felt that under existing con-
ditions no limitations should be imposed upon out-of-state under-
graduates except those required by the realities of space and
facilities, and the fact that we must first take care of qualified
in-state students. Because of the broader base and wider experi-
ences necessary to fruitful postgraduate work, it was felt that
no limitations not already existing should be imposed upon ad-
mission of postgraduate students from out of state to Arizona
universities.

ARIZONA’S RESOURCES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

How shall the state meet the needs imposed by the annual
increase in number of students, compounded by the rapid rate of
acquisition of new knowledge? The question initiated some of
the most intensive discussion at Town Hall.

The participants agreed that bigness does not necessarily
imply a sacrifice of quality. The quality of education in our col-
leges and universities depends on the caliber of administration
and faculty, and on adequate equiprent and facilities, regardless
of size. The major factor in determining the effectiveness of
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higher education is not total student enrollment, but the faculty-
student ratio, supplemented by imaginative use of today’s and
tomorrow’s technology, which may provide new answers to
problems of brick, mortar and communication.

Expansion and New Institutions

It was felt that expansion of existing universities around
the present facilities nd faculty cores will be sufficient for the
near future, when coupled with a junior.college program spread-
ing into unserved areas’ and reaching additional communities.
The Town Hall recommended new junior colleges throughout
the state and recognizes the immediate’ need for the creation
of additional junior colleges in the most populous counties.

While expansion of existing universities and creation of
additional junior colleges were seen as the most desirable pro-
cedures for the near future, Town Hall did not foreclose possible
eventual creation of one or more additional four-year institu-
tions, but recommended continuing study tc .etermine if such
a need is developing.

The creation of branch campuses and the establishment of
off-campus centers for graduate and specialized studies, but
without weakening related disciplines in the parent institutions,
were recommended. Also recommended for the universities was
special attention to the cluster concept of college grouping, as
recommended by Arizona’s Board of Regents and envisioned
by Northern Arizona University personnei.

Encouragement to Private Colleges

Town Hall expressed a pervasive, favorable attitude toward
the founding and support of quality private colleges in Arizona.
Positive action was urged for all leaders of the community, in and
out of government, to attract private colleges to the state. One
panel had the definite feeling that all levels of State and Federal
government should use every legal means to make public land
available at minimum cost to private colleges desiring to expand
or locate in Arizona.

Another panel suggested that, even with the necessity of
changing the state’s Constitution or existing legislation, state
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scholarship support should be made available to Arizona students
for use at any college of his choice in Arizona.
Supervision of Higher Education

Town Hall went on record as being unalterably opposed to
any effort to create a single board or authority to supervise all
public institutions of higher education in the state.

Delegates recognized a need, however, for increased com-

munication, cooperation and coordination among these institu-

tions, and urged an enlargement of voluntary efforts in this direc-
tion. It was felt that, with continued cooperation, the autonomy
of separate boards heightens their responsiveness to the respec-
tive needs of colleges, junior colleges and graduate schools.

Faculty Staffing

Town Hall discussions revealed deep concern for the com-
petitive position of Arizona institutions of higher learning in
attracting and holding the services of highly qualified profes-
sicnal personnel. To assist the institutions in obtaining and re-
taining top-flight faculty members, Town Hall recognized that
the state must: : '

1. Increase, within the state’s ability to pay, faculty salaries
and vigorously pursue initiation of an attractive retire-
ment system and other fringe benefits.

2. Take whatever legislative action may be necessary to bring
about favorable conditions in this regard.

3. Continue the development of an inviting academic atmos-
phere in which faculty members may live and enhance
their capabilities and talents.

FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION

There was general agreement that the question of financing
is fundamental in considering the future development of higher
education in Arizona. Strong sentiment opposed further increas-
es in student fees to finance operating costs of the universities.
While all delegates agreed that an increase in tax revenues will
be necessary to meet growing operating costs of higher educa-
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tion, there was considerable divergence of opinion among panel-
ists as to the specific source of such increases. At least half of
the delegates favored no increases in the ad valorem taxes. Opin-
jon was sharply divided as to whether necessary additic 1al rev-
enue should come from increases in income taxes, sales taxes or
luxury taxes, with some delegates feeling that increases in all
three might be necessary.

The belief was widely expressed that laws relatmg to tax
exemptions in Arlzona should be tightened.

Another panel recommended that a blue-ribbon citizens’
group, including representatives of the legislature, should make
a comprehensive study of the Arizona tax system i. view of the
reappraisal program now in progress.

Bonding for Capital Expenditures

Town Hall recommended that, to the fullest extent possible,
the state should finance ca'pital fund requirements for construc-
tion of physical facilities from general appropriations. Should
such funds prove inadequate, Town Hall believed that general
obligation bonds of the state, keyed to specific programs, and not
revenue bonds, should be issued. One panel believed, however,
that as far as possible revenue bonds should be utilized for the
construction of dormitories and similar student service facilities.

Town Hall expressed general satisfaction with the present
methods of. financing junior colleges, including the existing
division of responsibilities between counties and the state as
vrovided by law. There appeared to be some sentiment that con-
sideration should be given in the future to possible upward ad-
justment of student fees.

Federal Funds in Higher Education

The responsibility for higher education should remain a local
and state matter. When revenue from these sources is inadequate
to meet the basic financial requirements of higher education,
then, it was felt, federal funds should be utilized. The hope was
generally expressed that the conditions under which such funds
are made available will not lead to any infringement on the
autonomy of the institutions or local authority.
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The principle of retaining at the state level funds which
would otherwise go into the federal treasury was suggested as a
possible alternative to federal grants to higher education.

& & 0%

Throughout their discussions, delegates to Town Hall boldly
underscored the duty of Arizona to provide the broadest pos-
sible spectrum of opportunity for higher education for the youth
of this state, while recognizing that the enlarged price tag
which will accompany such a program must be given the closest
possible scrutiny. '
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Union No. 469, Phoenix

Castle, Dr. Gordon B., Vice President, Arizona State University,
Tempe

Catlin, Hamilton R., Vice President, Tucson Gas & Electric
Company, Tucson
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Urbano, Rev. Paul D., Rector, All Saints Episcopal Church,
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Warner, Hal F., Texaco Oil Distributor, Wickenburg
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Phoenix
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A History of Higher Education
in the United States

_ From early colonial d~ys the people of our country have
recognized the importance of and need for institutions of higher
education. In 1636 Harvard College was established at Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts, with the purpose of advancing learning
and perpetuating it for posterity, especially to provide a learned
clergy and an educated people. Not until 1693 was the second
college created in this country, the College of William and Mary
in Virginia. Yale College had its beginning in 1701, though
only after fifteen troubled years was it settled in New Haven.
All three of these colleges received some financial support from
the colonial governments: ferry fees were allocated to Harvard
and tobacco tax revenues to William and Mary. Although
they might be considered as a result of this tax support to be
state-private institutions in their origins, they were basically
private in charscter and largely church supported. Ministers of
various churches had a strong hand in their creation and in their
operation. Other colleges founded prior to the revolution, gen-
erally with close church connections or religious influence, in-
cluded Princeton University (as College of New Jersey at Prince-
ton in 1746), Columbia University (as King’s College in 1754),
Brown University (as the College of Rhode Island at Providence
in 1765), Rutgers University (as Queen’s College at New Bruns-
wick in 1766), and Dartmouth College in 1769. The College of

Philadelphia, forerunner to the University of Pennsylvania, was

established in 1740 as a non-sectarian college.
Although in the early years about 70 percent of their
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* A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

graduates became clergymen, the colleges were never merely
theological seminaries but were expected also to produce an edu-
cated citizenry for service in government, for teaching, and for
other careers. Nor were they institutions for the general popu-
lace; rather, they provided a classical education modeled after
Cambridge and Oxford intended for the aristocracy of the col-

onies.

During the first two hundred years of American higher
education the number of college graduates who entered the
ministry declined, and there was a gradual movement toward
secularization. By 1740 at Harvard, the graduates becoming
ministers had fallen to about 45 percent and by 1840 to less
than 10 percent of graduating classes. A similar decline in per-
centages occurred at Yale and the other colleges.

Curriculum development in the colonial colleges followed
the pattern adapted by the English colleges from the medieval
course of studies. Generally there was a prescribed program
emphasizing literary and philosophical studies along with the
classical subjects of Greek and Latin. Frederick Rudolph in
his history, The American College and University, stated that
“the founders of Harvard attempted to recreate at Cambridge
the college they had known in the old Cambridge in England.
And old Cambridge, as they had known it, represented an amal-
gam of Reformation and Renaissance emphases, a consequence
of the fact that simultaneously in early 16th century England
there had occurred the Protestant Reformation, the emergence of
a gentleman class and a need for its training, and the first hints
of humanistic learning. With an appropriate curriculum old
Cambridge had been turning out clergymen, scholars, squires,
public servants, men of contemplation and men of action, gov-

ernors and governed.”

The curriculum embraced more or less the idea of a rather
fixed body of knowledge, crowned in the senior year by a course
in moral philosophy, frequently taught by the college president,
who sought to summarize, synthesize, and justify this body of
truth. Until the Civil War, offerings consisted mostly of Latin
and Greek, mathematics, logic, moral philosophy, and occasion-
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

ally a little Hebrew, elementary physics, and astronomy. Courses
were frequently badly taught, even in the classics, with great
emphasis upon memorization and assignments that were but a
continuation of the student’s previous education. Laboratory
work in chemistry and other sciences did not begin to become
common until just prior to the Civil War. Until about 1850
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and the United States Military
Academy supplied the entire force of engineers for the entire
country. It was indeed a program of education for gentlemen.

To qualify for admission to Harvard during its first cen-
tury, considerable competence in Greek and Latin was needed
but nothing more. By 1800 it was expected that the entering
student would know something about elementary arithmetic
and between 1800 and 1870 additional admission requirements
included some knowledge of geography, English grammar and
composition, algebra, ancient history, physical geography, and
United States history.

Geographically the early institutions were far apart, and
when the College of New Jersey opened its doors in 1746, it
was the only college between Williamsburg and New Haven.
Prior to the revolution, there was no provision for public ele-
mentary education outside of New England, and recourse to
private tutors or academies was necessary to prepare for col-
legiate studies. Since ours was an agrarian society and farmers
could ill afford to give up the help which their sons provided,
registration was generally very small in all of these institutions.
At Harvard, the largest graduating class before the revolution
was that of 1771 with 63 graduates, a number not approached
again for 40 years, and at the outbreak of the revolution there
* were only 3,000 living graduates of American colleges.

For most colonial Americans a college education was not
essential though the colleges were clearly a source of political
" leaders. Even among these men, however, such giants as Frank-
lin had little formal education. Until the 19th century it was
not necessary to attend college even to become a doctor, lawyer,
or teacher, although such education constituted an advantage.
College education in effect was geared for a small class and was
a luxury that most young men neither needed nor could afford.
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

Education of Women

During the colonial period education in the colleges was for
men exclusively. As early as revolutionary times women were
fortunate to be able to attend an academy (seminary). In the
late 18th and early 19th centuries there was little compelling rea-
son for women to extend the education in Greek, Latin, and
mathematics that they had received in the academies. Further-
more, they frequently married early, the time available for edu-
cation was limited, and the need in an agricultural society was for
homemaking and rearing children rather than for advanced edu-
cation. Except for Mount Holyoke College established as a fe-
male seminary in 1837, Greensboro College in North Carolina
in 1838, and Hollins College in Virginia in 1842, most of the
well-known eastern colleges for girls including Vassar, Radcliffe,
Smith, Wellesley, Bryn Mawr, Goucher, and Brenau were not
established until during and after the Civil War. Others came
still later.

Co-education began in America at Oberlin College in 1837,
the same year as the founding of Mount Holyoke, with the ad-
mission of four women into the regular college course. Prior to
the Civil War not more than six colleges adopted co-education,
but after 1860 the state universities, particularly in the Midwest,
gave impetus to the development of co-education in the United
States. The University of Iowa in 1855 and the University of
Wisconsin in 1863 opened their doors to women, followed by
Indiana, Missouri, Michigan, and California. Those state uni-
versities which existed in the East, like Virginia and North
Carolina continued to limit their admission to males.

The Land-Grant Act of 1862 stimulated the opening of new
state colleges in the post-Civil War era, and the spread of state

_ institutions and the establishment of new colleges in the Middle

West contributed to a rapid growth of co-education. This move-
ment continued until the post-World War II era when Clemson,
Texas A&M, and a number of private colleges accepted admis-
sion of both sexes.

Characteristically, co-education is now almost universal
among the colleges and universities of the United States. Some,
like Harvard, Brown, Columbia College, Tulane, and Western
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

Reserve have their adjacent women’s colleges of Radcliffe, Pem-
broke, Barnard, Sophie Newcomb, and Flora Stone Mather.
Some, like Huntingdon College in Montgomery, Alabama, form-
erly exclusively for women, now admit men. Some have changed
their name and become co-educational, such as Florida State

University at Tallahassee, formerly Florida State College for °

Women. Separated higher education for the sexes still is found
principally in the East and Southeast. Holdouts against mixing
the sexes include such institutions as Princeton, Haverford,
Williams, Amherst, Bowdoin, Kenyon, Lehigh, many of the
smaller Catholic institutions, and a considerable number of col-
leges for women along the eastern seaboard.

The Early Beginning of Public Universities

Although the Colonial governments of Massachusetts, Vir-
ginia and Connecticut contributed financial support to Harvard,
Yale, and William and Mary College, it constituted more a source
of encouragement for higher education than an effort on the part
of the governments to exercise any degree of control. Not until
after the revolution was the first state university, properly so
called, established. This honor is claimed by North Carolina,*
whose Constitution of 1776 stated that “all useful learning shall be
duly encouraged and promoted in one or more universities.” The
University of North Carolina was founded in 1789. Other states
that established universities before the turn of the century in-

cluded Georgia, Tennessee, and Vermont.
The broader development of state institutions of higher

learning, however, had its basis in the Midwest in the provisions
of the Ordinance of 1787, which provided for the governance
of the Northwest Territory. It stated that “religion, morality,
and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the
happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall
forever be encouraged.” This Ordinance set aside one section of

-each township in the Northwest Territory for the maintenance of

the public schools and an additional grant of two townships (72
sections) was made to each state for the support of a univer-
sity. This provision for the grant of lands was confirmed in
1789 after the Federal Constitution was adopted, and five states

*Disputed by Virginia and Georgia.
_ —
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

benefited therefrom: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wis-
consin. The endowment of land laid the foundation for the
creation of the great state universities of this country and served
as a forerunner to the later expansion of public higher education
by Federal land grants to the states under the provisions of the
Morrill Act of 1862.

The establishment of nearly a score of state universities
before the Civil War reflected growing interest among the pop-
ulace in an education that was more practical for the American
scene and further removed from the classical influences of higher
education in the 18th century. It also constituted a movement
toward popular education rather than for the aristocracy only,
such as prevailed in earlier times.

Prior to the Civil War, most states, except for some urban
areas of the Northeast, lacked a public secondary-school educa-
tion system, and it was necessary, consequently, to lower ad-
mission standards, especially in some areas of the West in
order to accommodate students from the rural sections.

In 1862 President Lincoln in the midst of the Civil War
signed the Morrill Act establishing the Land-Grant College Sys-
tem throughout the Unitcd States. The Act set aside 30,000
acres of public land (or scrip in lieu of land) based on the census
of 1860, for each member of Congress in the several states “for
the endowment, support, and maintenance of at least one col-
lege where the leading object shall be, without excluding other
scientific and classical military tactics, to teach such branches
of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts . . .
in order to promote the liberal and practical education of the
industrial classes in the pursuits and the professions in life.”
Thus, Morrill incorporated in his bill the leading reform no-
tions in technical education. Ninety percent of the fund to be
set up by the sale of land had to be maintained as a perpetual
endowment.

The Morrill Act gave new impetus to the creation of state
universities and land-grant colleges. By 1900 all the states ex-
cept Alaska and Hawaii had created these institutions. Michigan,
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Iowa created A & M colleges out
of previously chartered agricultural colleges. A large number
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

of states including Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Carolina, and
Missouri turned over to existing state universities both the land-
grant endowment and the responsibility of serving agricultural
and mechanical interests. Many states including Oklahoma,
Texas, South Dakota, and Washington set up entirely new col-
leges which would henceforth compete with the existing state
universities for public support. Four states—Ohio, California,
Arkansas, and West Virginia—founded new state universities
and added A & M components. The Sheffield Scientific School
at Yale became the land-grant college in Connecticut, and sim-
ilar arrangements were made for Brown University in Rhode
Island, Dartmouth in New Hampshire, Rutgers in New Jersey,
Cornell in New York, and other private universities in other
states. Massachusetts created a new agricultural college and
donated a share of the endowment to the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology. In time, a number of southern states estab-
lished separate A & M colleges for Negroes, and by 1961 there
were 69 American colleges being supported under this Act and
by subsequent related legislation.

Although a body of engineering principles and concepts
grew up in this period of increasing invention and industrializa-
tion, agriculture had difficulty initially in attracting students. In
Vermont not a single applicant in agriculture appeared up to
1873. At the University of Illinois in 1879 only 22 out of 200
students were enrolled in agriculture. Only one student grad-
uated in Agriculture from the University of Wisconsin before
1880, and only seven students out of 122 at the University of
South Carolina in 1884 were registered in the study of agricul-
ture. Even in the 20th century farmers frequently remained
unconvinced of the practical benefits from agricultural study
at the state university. Only as science developed and was ap-
plied to agriculture and only after the farmers were shown the
beneficial results of the application of such knowledge, did
they recognize the need to study intensive scientific cultivation.
Only then did agriculture come into its own as a major program
in these institutions. Essential to this development, furthermore,
was the Hatch Act of 1887, which provided Federal funds for
the creation of agricultural experiment stations, which soon

-9
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won popular support for *he colleges, and the creation of the
Cooperative Extension Service at the various land-grant col-
leges following the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 and subsequent
federal financial support.

Before the Civil War, the state institutions commonly re-
mained small and plagued by poverty and neglect. Not until
late in the 19th century, after the Federal Government began
to provide annual appropriations for the land-grant colleges,
did the state legislatures undertake a policy of regular support
and begin doing their part to finance discovery of new know-
ledge. The land-grant college system constituted a sharp break
from traditional education and gave impetus to scientific study

and discoveries that are still proceeding. Its influence was so -

great that in all types of institutions the classical education of
Latin and Greek, philosophy, and mathematics gave way to a
far more extensive listing of courses, programs, and specialties
and lent new impetus to the expansion of knowledge.

Throughout the land these colleges resulting from the Morrill
Act have tried to provide a college education for all students at
the lowest possible cost so that young men or young women
able and willing to take advantage of educational opportunities
of college should not be denied the chance to advance their edu-
cation. Of two philosophies, that of Thomas Jefferson which
contemplated an educational system acting as a selective agency
of society, was superseded by the Jacksonian philosophy of
equalitarianism or equal opportunities and advantages to all
people.

Growth of Private and Public Higher Education up to W. W. 1I

As indicated earlier, there was considerable acceleration
in the founding of colleges after the Revolutionary War. From
nine colleges in 1775, the number rose to 44 in 1810, and the
next thirty years saw 112 new institutions founded. Between
1841-1870, an additional 314 new colleges were established, and
in the last thirty years of that century, in response to the Mor-
rill Act and the growth of population, increasing industrializa-
tion of the country and the changes that had occurred in the
curriculum, 426 more institutions of higher education were estab-
lished.
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A HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

One writer (Rudolph) states that “college founding in the
nineteenth century was undertaken in the same spirit as canal
building, cotton ginning, farming, and gold mining. In none
of these activities did completely rational procedures prevail.
All were touched by the American faith in tomorrow.”

Although the end of the last century saw the high mark
in the creation of colleges and universities there were 316 new
degree-granting colleges created in the first thirty years of this
century and 146 between 1931 and 1960. These figures do not
include any of the institutions created offering less than a four-
year degree program. The latter category experienced an ex-
plosive development after 1900, with the opening of 175 junior
colleges during the first thirty years of the 20th century and 185
during the succeeding thirty years — a greater number than new
four-year colleges in the latter period.

The demand for education beyond the high school was be-
coming more and more a necessity as knowledge constantly ex-
panded at an increasing rate and the learning offered in the
colleges became more and more applicable to agricultural, indus-
trial, commercial, and professional pursuits. The growth of this
demand is apparent not only from the increasing number of
students but also from the changing percentage of students of
college age! who enroll-in a college or university program. The
number enrolled more than quadrupled between 1870 and 1900,
and again more than doubled in the next twenty years. From
52,000 in 1870, the number of college students rose to 1,500,000
in 1940 and to over 5,000,000 today. From only one in sixty
such young people who were enrolled in college in 1870, the
ratio fell to one in 25 by 1900, to one in 21 in 1910, to one in
twelve in 1920, to one in eight in 1929, one in six in 1945, one out
of four in 1955, and two out of five today. Even more significant
than the increase in size of the 18-21 population has been the
pressure upon the facilities of higher education from the in-
creased percentage of high school graduates who have gone on
to college for further study. In the same manner pressures are
affecting the graduate schools today as the undergraduate col-
leges were affected in the past 75 years.

1All footnote references in this report are detailed on Pages 227 to 229.
—-11—
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TABLE 1
GROWTH OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED
STATES, 1870-1940

Four-Year Institutions Junior Colleges
Degrees
Enroll- % of Conferred Enroll-
Year No. ment 1821 B.A. Ph.D. No. ment

1870 563 2,000 168 9,400 1
1900 977 238000 401 27,400 382
1920 1,041 598000 8.09 48,600 615 52 8,000
1940 1708 1,494,000 1568 186,500 3,290 456 150,000

Source: Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1957,
U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C,,
1960, pp. 210-211.

As might be expected, the average enrollment of colleges
and universities has been growing also. Allan M. Cartter and
Robert Farrell in a recent publication have shown that the aver-
age enrollment of institutions increased from 600 to 1,100 during
1920-1940 and to 2,650 in 1963 in our four-year institutions.2 This
growth in size has had tremendous impact upon administrative
arrangements, instructional techniques, and student-teacher, fac-
ulty-administration, and student-administration relationships. Ex-
perimentation of instruction lhas been encouraged, fewer admin-
istrators teach classes, and large-scale administrative organization
has become a necessity.

T e e S TSR S RS R Ao

Curricula Development

This rapid growth in American higher education after 1870
took place during extensive change in educational programs.
Beginning at Harvard under President Eliot an elective system
in greater or lesser degree swept the country and replaced the
rigorous required list of courses. Supposedly by having greater
freedom of choice, students would have more opportunity to
develop along the lines of their interests and capabilities. In
practice, however, frequently the early product was a hodge-
podge of courses and credits terminating in a degree.

It was during this age that the sciences, including the so-
cial sciences, became firmly established, and the scientific

—12 —
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method was adopted in teaching ard research, although research
did not come into its own until well along in the twentieth cen-
tury. While state institutions were appearing throughout the
country and co-education was being accepted in most areas, in-

fluenced by trends at these universities, the increase in the .

accumulation of wealth and the establishment of foundations
began to be more important to the private colleges and universi-
ties. Nevertheless, the trend was continually toward not only
larger numbers of students in general but toward the assumption
of a greater role in their education by the public institutions.
By World War II, nearly half of the national enrollment was
in public colleges and universities.

This was the era also of the development of professional
programs like medicine and dentistry and of great advances in
medical knowledge, with gradual lengthening of prerequisites
for admission to the professional schools. First two years of col-
lege, then three, and today a four-year degree program is the
common prerequisite for both law and medicine and a frequent
one for dentistry. The development of veterinary medicine as
a field fell to the land-grant colleges since it was one related
to work being carried on in agriculture. Nursing became a col-
lege degree program, and there was expansion in fine arts pro-
grams in some technical schools. Schools of Business Admin-
istration, Architecture, Social Work, Library Science and others
were established within universities and grew rapidly. Normal
schools, the forerunmers of the teachers’ colleges were widely
established through the states to provide teachers for the public
schools, especially to meet the universal need of elementary
school teachers. Junior colleges were created in increasing num-
bers to satisfy the needs of students who did not require a four-
year degree program for their objectives.

The American system of higher education in fact largely
assumed its present form by World War IL From small under-
graduate colleges patterned after Cambridge and Oxford, and
the founding of a graduate university at Johns Hopkins in the
1870’s modeled on the German university, a diverse system of
universities, colleges, and specialized institutions evolved that
is distinctive to this country.

— 13—
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Higher Education in Other Countries up to World War II

Higher education had its origins in Europe, where a number
of universities trace their origins back to the 12th and 13th cen-
turies and some even farther back in a different form. Like the
early colonial American colleges, the early European universities
mostly received charters from the Pope or had church sanctions
and frequently were connected with a cathedral in their begin-
nings. They were not universities as we know them today, and
not all branches of learning were included in the curriculum.
Rather, known first as Studium Generale, they sometimes taught
only one main branch, for example medicine at Salerno and law
at Bologna. Later they assumed the name Universitas and the
term came to apply to both students and teachers. In time the
teachers grouped themselves into faculties, and the dean repre-
sented the faculty in the university. The students on the council
and the dean selected a rector, the chief administrative officer
of the university. Some of these characteristics of administration
carry over to the present day. The course of study, however,
which often extended from four to seven years included the
Trivium (grammar, rhetoric, and logic) and the Quadrivium
(music, arithmetic, geometry, and astronomy).

With the passage of time, the curriculum has broadened in
these different countries just as it has within the United States.
Certain marked differences, however, have developed. in the
American system of higher education compared with that in
Europe and other areas of the world. In America there is no
governmental agency comparable to the Ministry of Education
in France or Italy or other European states. Ours is a plural-
istic system with many universities of different categories and
sizes determining in large part for themselves the curriculum
leading to the degrees which they confer. Approval does not have
to be sought for a new course offering or for a new program from
a national ministry of education. The Office of Education of the
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
is quite a different kind of agency of government. It does not
exercise the control over the higher educational system and con-
tent that a ministry of education does in foreign countries.

The American system, particularly since the creation of the
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land-grant colleges, has sought to make a higher education
available to American students regardless of their financial
status. The opportunity for “operation boot-strap” has long been
open to the American student determined to have the benefits
of a college education. The American people have accepted the
idea that facilities should be provided to take care of those stu-
dents who are able and willing to profit from these opportuni-
ties. The consequence has been a much higher percentage of
students of college age being enrolled in an American college or
university in contrast to the very small numbers of students
that can be accommodated by the universities of foreign nations.

The consequence of our willingness to supply the facilities
has meant that there has been a freedom of entry into the uni-
versities and colleges that is not available to many students
abroad. Students in England, for example, have been committed
to a technical business education or to no higher education at
an early age, long before some might have been able to dem-
onstrate the ability to qualify for a different type of education.
“Late bloomers” have not had the opportunity in these countries
that exist in the American system.

Another benefit of freedom from centralized control by the
National government has been a high degree of autonomy in Am-
erican institutions. They have freedom to experiment with new
methods, new techniques of instructions, such as honors pro-
grams, interdisciplinary programs, and others which might be ob-
tained in foreign lands only after much greater time has elapsed.
A professor of the University of Nantes, for example, recently
stated that before he could introduce a new course in American
Literature he had to submit a syllabus and obtain approval from
the French Ministry of Education in Paris, not only of the course
but also of the text. There is a far smaller degree of regimenta-
tion in American higher education. While we have our regional
and professional accrediting agencies that establish minimum
standards for transferability of credits, a great number of col-
leges and universities can meet the requirements for accredita-
tion notwithstanding rather wide disparities among the institu-
tional members of the regional associations.

In Europe and Latin America and other parts of the world
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there is no counterpart to the Land-Grant system. One of the
chief influences in the agricultural revolution in this country,
which in many respects exceeds the accomplishments of the
industrial revolution, has been the institution of the tripartite
organization for instruction, for research, and for extension
within our Land-Grant Colleges.

Another distinction is the relative absence of concentration
of students in a single American institution, quite unlike the
great numbers that congregate at the Sorbonne in France or at
the National University of Mexico. Students here do not migrate
to the capital to matriculate in the national university. There
is no such concentration of numbers on a central campus in the
United States comparable to those just mentioned. One conse-
quence of that concentration is an increasing centralization of
governmental functions in the capital and a movement of young
people from the provinces toward the capital. The benefits
of higher education are felt less in the provinces, consequently,
than they are throughout the fifty states of our Union.

Finally, it has been noted already that opportunities exist
for the American youth to obtain a higher education that are not
available in other countries. In the 18-21 age group, 44 per cent
of American young people now attend college, with the enroll-
ment of this age group in Arizona reaching 69 per cent in 1965.
Within a short time we will have one out of two people of col-
lege age enrolled in a college or university. No other nation in
the world can even approach this figure. In 1957, in contrast,
only 1 of 14 young people of college age in the U.S.S.R. or
in Canada were enrolled in a university, only 1 of 20 in France,
1 of 25 in West Germany, and 1 of 33 in the United Kingdom.

With the demand that exists for more and more education
in this technical age, it should be apparent that the availability
of higher education to such large numbers of American youth
is one of the greatest forces operating for the continued expansion
of our economy and increase in our productivity and conse-
quently for the continuing improvement of the economic well
being of the American nation. The test of our system lies in
the stability of our government and the progress that has been
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recorded in industry, science, medicine, the arts, and other
aspects of American life.

National Characteristics of Higher Education in
the United States after World War I1

Since World War II, higher education in the United States
has been characterized by extremely rapid growth and expansion.
Beginning with the enrollment of the G.I.s in 1946-47, the up-
swing of enrollments has been little short of a social phenome-
non. Save for one brief period, enrollments have increased stead-
ily and strongly, exceeding most pre-war forecasts by consider-
able margins. Only once since 1945 has the tide receded. In
the period 1950 to 1953 there was a drop in enrollments brought
about in double severity by the end of the G. 1. Bill and a de-
crease in the college age population, resulting from the lowered
birth rates of the depression years. Two principal factors are
responsible for the enrollment patterns of the last two decades.
The first is rapid population growth; the second is a stead..y in-
creasing demand for a college education.

The vanguard of G.I’s touched the campuses of this country
as early as September 1945; their impact reached its strongest
point in the fall of 1947 when 1,149,933 veterans were enrolled,
79,966 under Public Law 16, and 1,069,967 under Public Law
346.3 That same year the U. S. Office of Education reported
a total of 2,338,226 resident students in 1,753 institutions of
higher education. Thus in 1947-48 veterans represented approx-
imately one half of all enrollments in colleges and universities.*

Hailed by some as one of the greatest experiments in higher
education in this country, the G.I. Bill had profound sociological
and economic effects. It was a smashing success from a number
of different perspectives. It broke the ice and upset some cher-
ished traditions. In the final analysis it altered to a degree the
structure and form of highér education in this country, and it
helped pave the way for the technological revolution ahead.

Institutions of higher education are traditionally cautious.
Change comes slowly. Educational policies and practices are
usually considered carefully by both administrators and faculty.
Prior to World War II the backbone of the admissions policy
of most institutions, public and private, was high school academic
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subject matter. Many secondary schools maintained a distinct
curriculum for college entrance and another more general one
for high school students who were not college aspirants. After
World War IL, when an exuberant American public put into law
its expressions of gratitude to the men and women in the armed
forces, it did so not in the form of World War I cash bonuses but
in a program of rehabilitation that made available training in a
wide spectrum of skills and professions to several millions of vet-
erans. Part of this program provided college educations for the
men and women who had served their country so successfully.

The colleges and universities of the nation responded with
equal gratitude. Many admission standards were dropped for
veterans, policies covering high school subject matter were
adjusted so that deficiencies could be overcome. These changes
were not without criticism, and many academicians looked
with horror upon the rough, ill-prepared, over-aged veterans
flooding the campuses. Dire predictions were common, rang-
ing from the “lowering of academic standards” to the “creation
of educational hoboes™.5 But the experiment was a success. The
veterans, partially because of their maturity and partially be-
cause of their motivation, exceeded all expectations. Most
campuses reported in fact that they performed academically
on the average better than non-veterans.

The changes in admissions patterns brought about during
these years were never fully re-established. The practice of
allowing superior students with deficiencies in high school sub-
ject matter to make up their lack became more common. Greater
emphasis was placed upon test scores and high school rank as
criteria for admission. This change made college a greater pos-
sibility for students of superior ability who had not followed
the formal pattern of the college preparation curriculum in high
school.

As the wave of veterans crested, many colleges took emer-
gency measures to accommodate them. Temporary buildings
were hastily erected, many of them former army barracks; dor-
mitory space was created by doubling room occupancy, and
even hallways held beds in the emergency.

By 1950 the tide had begun to ebb. In 1951 the trough
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was reached. Then through 1952, ’53, and ’54, after the veterans
left, enrollments recovered again but very gradually, for these
were the years that the 18-21 year olds born during the depres-
sion were eligible for college. The depression was a poor time to
rear large families, and consequently the birth rate had fallen
sharply in these years. In 1951 the number of 18-21 year olds
dropped to 2.1 million from 2.4 million in 1949.

Increases in both the 18-21 year old group and in college
enrollments though not spectacular were fairly steady throughout
the remainder of the fifties, but there were certain ominous
signs and a distant clamoring in the background.

The college attendance as a percentage of the 18-21 year
population hovered around 25 percent in the late 40’s and early
50’s. By 1954 this percentage inched up to 29, in 1955 it crept
slightly over 31 percent, then it moved steadily upward in
jumps of one and two percentage points a year. This growing
percentage of 18-21 year olds in college was the first sign. The
second sign was the increasing number of people reaching col-
lege age approaching the campuses, grade by grade, throughout
the 50’s.

Beginning in 1645 when the veterans began returning from
overseas, both marriage and birth rates took a sudden upward
turn. Marriages reached their peak in 1946 and births in 1947.
Marriage rates returned to normal within a few years but birth
rates stayed high until about 1960, then gradually began taper-
ing off in the early 6C’.

The first wave of post-war births reached the campuses in
September 1963-and sent enrollments up 10 percent; by Sep-
tember 1965 they rose another 12 percent. In the four years
previous to 1963 the average rate of increase had been about

7.5 percent.

Thus two factors conjoined in 1963 to raise enrollments in
the span of two decades from slightly over two million in Sep-
tember 1946 to five and a half million by September 1965 — the
high birth rates of the late 40’s resulting in a large population
of 18-21 year olds in the mid 60’s, and a steady increase in
the percentage of 18-21 year olds attending institutions of higher
education. : ) :

The steady increase in the percentage of 18-21 year olds
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attending college is a phenomenon that needs elaboration. What
are the factors behind the steady and persistent rise in the per-
centage that college enrollments are of this group? There are a
number of explanations. No one of them seems sufficient to ac-
count for the phenomenon on its own. It can best be explained
by stating some of the more important variables involved.

The method of computing the percentage should be briefly
reviewed because an explanation of it provides some insight into
one of the factors affecting the percentage. When we speak of
college enrollments as a percentage of the 18-21 year old group,
it should be understood that all college students do not fall within
the ages of 18 and 21. A few are younger than 18; a considerable
number are older than 21. Eighteen to twenty-one year olds are
commonly used as a basis for such calculations because there is
a higher correlation between the 18-21 year old group and total
attendance in all levels of higher education than with any other
college group. Somewhat over 50 percent of the enrollments in
universities are within the 18-21 group. Considerably more of
the student bodies of junior colleges and four-year colleges fall
within this age bracket. Therefore the percentage calculated
by dividing enrollments in higher education by the total number
of 18-21 year olds in the nation, a region, or a state is somewhat
distorted by the presence of students less than 18 or more than 21.

Nationally and within this state more and more students
are seeking advanced degrees. Since most graduate students
are over 21, they tend to raise the percentage that college en-
vollments are of the 18-21 year group. Some of the upward
trend in the percentage of 18-21 year olds on campuses can
be attributed then to the increase of graduate enrollments and
the attendance of students over 21 who are not graduates.
There are, however, other factors causing the increase.

As the standard of living in America has risen, more and
more families have been financially able to send their sons
and daughters to college. In part this has been possible be-
cause the cost of an education to the student in a public insti-
tution has just about kept pace with the rise of family income.
This has been particularly true in the case of resident fees. Thus,
in 1951 the cost of resident fees represented about 3 percent
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of the average U. S. family personal income after taxes. Twelve
years later, in 1963, resident fees represented about 4 percent
of the average U. S. family personal income after taxes. Costs
to the student in private institutions have risen much more rap-
idly, moving from i3 percent of average family personal income
after taxes in 1951 to 20 percent in 1963. As the average family
income of the nation has risen, it has become financially possible
for more and more families to send their sons and daughters to
college, particularly to public institutions.

The growth of junior colleges since 1947 has been excep-
tionally rapid, and this has been a strong factor in the rising
percentage of 18-21 year olds in colleges. The junior college
has functioned in this way for two reasons. It is extremely eco-

~ nomical to attend, and it offers a wide variety of technical and

vocational programs which have broadened the spectrum of
educational choices considerably.

Higher education has become more popular since World
War IL Partially as a result of its popularization through the
G.L Bill and partially because of the emphasis put on higher
education by the government, high school counselors, and the
mass media as a result of Sputnik and the technological revo-
lution, more and more high school students have turned to col-
leges for professional preparation.

The technological revolution has opened new avenues of
opportunity for the college graduate. One needs only to witness
the vast array of recruiters who travel to campuses throughout
the country each year to comprehend the present great demand
for college graduates. Increasingly a college degree has come
to mean higher wages and more financial security for a larger
proportion of the population. This naturally results in increased
demand for higher education. Businessmen and industrialists as
well as the government have all learned that the college edu-
cated employee is a decided asset, and consequently employment
opportunities have nover been better for degree holders.

Federal and state loan programs for college students have
had an impact upon enrollments. Needy students find it easier
to obtain financial assistance for a college education through
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both public and private loan programs. Because easier access
to financial aid is available through insured loans and private
loans, more and more students are able to attend colleges and
universities simply because more funds are available to help
them.

The economic shift from unskilled labor to more and more
professionally qualified specialists is also creating a large de-
mand for college graduates. The typical high school gradu-
ate sees his future in terms of such specialization rather than
in one of the unskilled categories and is consequently drawn
into higher education more readily than prior to World War II.

The armed forces are increasingly using the colleges and
universities to train specialists and to upgrade their officer corps.
These programs have had some impact upon the increasing pro-
portion of enrollments as a percentage of 18-21 year olds.

Federal Support for Higher Education Since World War II

Another trend which has characterized higher education
since World War II has been the tremendous increase in federal
support of both public and private institutions. This support
has come in a number of different ways: through fellowships
and training grants, through veterans education, through facil-
ities grants, through student loans, through research grants
and contracts, through support of specific programs, and through
general institutional grants.

The growth of federal support of higher education is best
conveyed through a number of different examples. The federal
government spent about $15 million a year in 1940 for research
and development at institutions of higher $ducation.® By 1949
this had grown to $44 million. In 1960 it was $545 million, and
in 1964, $812 million.

Other types of federal support have had, though some-
what less dramatic growth than is evident in research and
development expenditures, substantial increases. The student
loan program for higher "education has doubied since 1960,
increasing from $50 million then, to $100 million in 1964. Col-
lege housing loans have also doubled in this same five-year
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period, from 171 million to 390 million dollars. Total direct
support of higher education excluding loans has grown 91 per-
cent between 1960 and 1964. Such support now stands at al-
most one and one half billion dollars; in 1960 it was $734
million. Training grants by the federal government in institu-
tions of higher education have doubled, fellowship support has
tripled, institutional grants have also tripled during the last five
years.’

This federal aid has been distributed both to public and
private institutions and some aid has been felt at all levels of
higher education.

The trend toward increasing public support of private insti-
tutions of higher education is especially noticeable since World
War II. Such support has come from two primary sources, fed-
eral and state, with federal support dominating. This phenom-
enon will be discussed in more detail in a later section of this
report.

Numbers of Institutions Since World War II

If one examines the number of institutions that have come
into being since World War 1II, it becomes evident that growth
in higher education during the 50’s and 60’s has come about
largely through the expansion of existing institutions rather than
through the creation of new ones. Whereas enrollments have
more than doubled since 1945, there was only a 25 percent in-
crease in the total number of institutions of higher education in
the United States up to 1963-64 and these have been largely
junior colleges. The following graph shows this growth of
institutions of higher education by control.

It can be seen in the following graph that the greatest growth
has occurred in district-controlled institutions which are typi-
cally junior colleges. The second and third greatest growth
occurred in the private institutions with denominational insti-
tutions increasing 23 percent and non-denominational 14 per-
cent. State controlled institutions have had the lowest amount of
growth, increasing from 359 institutions in 1945 tc 405 in 1963,
an increase of 13 percent.
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FIGURE 1

COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN THE UNITED STATES, 1945 AND 1963

X,

1945 1963 ‘45 ‘63 1945 1963 ‘45 ‘63

STA DISTRICT NON-DENOMI- DENOM| -
TATE NATIONAL NATIONAL

PUBLIC PRIVATE

It has been pointed out earlier however that the greatest
growth in terms of enrollments has occurred in the public insti-
tutions. So, although the wumber of private institutions is now
double the public, and although the rate of growth of the num-
ber of private institutions has been slightly more than that of
public institutions, public institutions have currently almost twice
the enrollment that private institutions have.
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REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
IN THE UNITED STATES

Private and Public Institutions

If 2 map of the United States were shaded, and the inten-
sity of the shading were varied according to the percentages of
college population of each region enrolled in public institu-
tions of higher education, the darkest area on the map would
appear among the western states; the lightest area among he
eastern states, with the midwestern and southern states shaded
a little darker than midway between the intensities of the West
and the East. Thus, in terms of the percentage of total regional
enrollments, the East has 36 percent in public institutions, the
Midwest 64 percent, the Soutn €9 percent, and the West 78
percent.

In the East, enrollments in private institutions presently
overshadow public for & number of reasons. Historically, pri-
vate institutions were the first to be established in this country,
and they were mainly established along the eastern seaboard.
Harvard, William and Mary, Yale, Princeton, King’s College
(Columbia), the College of Philadelphia (University of Pennsyl-
vania), College of Rhode Island (Brown University), Queen’s
College (Rutgers), and Dartmouth are early examples of private
institutions established in this period. With a strong group of
private institutions already operating, public institutions in the
East did not at first achieve the kind of popular support needed
to make them flourish.

Similarly in the South and Midwest, although public insti-
tutions have played a much larger role in the development of
higher education, private institutions have developed side by
side with public institutions to a greater degree than has been
the case in the West. ’

Higher education in the West is predominantly public for
a number of reasons. The early populations of some of the west-
ern states could not have supported private institutions ade-
quately at the time the need for them became evident. Th.e West
did not have in its early development the same degree of tradi-
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tional influence which helped shape educational patterns in the
East. For the most part the settlers of the western states did not
have in their backgrounds the strong tradition of education in
private institutions that the policy makers of the eastern states
had. A tendency to move in new directions in the establishment
of institutions of higher education in all probability met with
greater acceptance in the West partially because the pressures
to follow traditional directions were not as strong.

Because of the East’s reliance on private institutions to carry
the burden of higher education some state systems did not
flourish. New York state, for example, until recently supported
a state public education system composed largely of teacaer edu-
cation colleges. The State University of New York was not lo-
cated in the heavily populated areas because these were served
primarily by municipal and private institutions such as the City
University of New York, New York University, and Columbia.
The predominance of the private institution in New York state
was so strong that land-grant agricultural and home economics
programs were established at Cornell University, a private insti-
tution. Thus the land-grant function of Cornell is public while
the institution in general is private.

This split between public and private control demonstrates
an interesting trend. It is becoming increasingly apparent that
the dividing line between private and public institutions is not
a hard and fast one. Most private institutions have public char-
ters and through their boards of trustees are publicly regulated.
Most receive public funds in one form or another. Some are
supported in part by state or local funds. The University of
Pennsylvania for example receives an annual appropriation from
the state just as certain other private institutions in Pennsylvania
do. On the other hand, public institvtions often receive endow-
ments from private sources some of which contribute substan-
tially to their operating budgets. The definition of a private or
public institution rests then upon its principal source of income,
private institutions drawing principally from endowment and
student fees, and public institutions drawing principally from
appropriations and student fees for instructional programs.
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Student Fees at Private and Public Institutions

In general the size of the student fee at private institutions
has been considerably higher than the non-resident student fee
at public institutions. This important difference accounts in
part for the fact that public institutions nationally enrolled 67
percent of the students in higher education in the United States
in September of 1965. The growth of enrollments in public insti-
tutions can also be attributed in part to the rapid expansion of
public community colleges. The cost of attending colleges can
be divided between tuition or fee charges, and room and board.
At public institutions fees represent a much smaller part of the
total cost than at private institutions for state residents living on
campus. In some cases, since living costs are usually the largest
share of total costs, it is less expensive for a student to attend a
private institution while living at home than to attend a public
institution in another part of the state and pay both fee and living
costs. However, if there is no institution within commuting dis-
tance it is normally less expensive to attend the public institution.
Similarly if there is a public and private institution within com-
muting distance, it is normally less expensive to attend the pub-
lic institution because fees are lower.

In the case of public junior colleges tuition is usually very
low and sometimes free, reducing the costs to the student still
further. A public junior college within commuting distance is
usually the least expensive form of higher education available
to the student.

Other Costs to the Student

It should be borne in mind that neither living costs nor tui-
tion costs are in the final analysis the greatest cost the student
and his family must bear. The single greatest cost is income for-
gone during the period the student attends school. For the aver-
age high school graduate this may amount to three or four thou-
sand dollars a year. These dollars foregone, plus the cost of the
education, are usually in the long run recovered and surpassed
by the higher salaries earned by college graduates. This is evi-
dent by a comparison of the mean annual salary of high school
graduates and college graduates shown on the following page.
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TABLE 2
MEAN INCOMES OF MALES 25 TO 64 YEARS OLD
BY YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED, 1961

Mean
Yearly Income

Elementary
Less than 8 years $3,483
8 years 4,750

High School
1 to 3 years 5,305
4 years ' 6,102

College
1 to 3 years 7,932
4 years or more 9,530

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1964, p. 115.

It has been pointed out that there is some bias in these fig-
ures. It can be assumed for example that those students who
complete high school and those who complete college are on the
average a better motivated, and in some cases a mentally more
qualified group than those who did not complete high school
or college. If this is the case, some of the difference in higher
mean salaries can be attributed to better motivation and better
qualifications. What we really need to know is the mean salary
of typically motivated and qualified high school and college
graduates if they do not complete their education, and this sta-
tistic is by definition impossible.

Enrollment in Public and Private Instituti'ns

Public institutions have expanded in size in accordance with
demand much more readily than private institutions. This is
evident in the following graph. It can be seen that the proportion
of total U.S. enrollment has moved from a point in 1947 when
private enrollments slightly exceeded public enrollments to a
point in 1965 when public enrollments are almost twice the
size of private. To a great extent private institutions have re-
sponded to the greater increases in demand by increasing admis-
sion standards and handling proportionally less of the total en-
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rollment cach year. There has been greater increase in the num-
ber of private institutions but for the most part these have been
very small installations which have not had very much impact on
the total enrollments in private institutions.

In the East where the early established institutions were
private, public institutions have played a much weaker role in
terms of handling student enrollments than private institutions.
In the South and Midwest where public and private institutions
have developed side by side, public institutions have grown
faster than the private. In the West public institutions, although
they are outnumbered by private institutions, account for about
79 percent of the total enrollment in institutions of higher edu-
cation.

This has some interesting social implications. Higher educa-
tion is one of the principal means by which upward mobility
is maintained within a social system, but in order to provide
full mobility education must be priced so that upward movement
can take place even from the lower financial levels. This can-
not happen if educational charges borne by the student are too
high. The higher the tuition charge therefore, all other variables
being equal, the less the range of upward mobility.

It is commonly argued, particularly by the more expensive
institutions, that scholarship programs provide even at private
institutions enrollment opportunities for students from lower
income brackets. The number of such scholarships available
represents however a very small proportion of the potential stu-
dents at the lower income levels. If, therefore, upward mobility
is best achieved by public institutions, it follows that upward
mobility is at itc best in those areas served to the greatest extent
by public institutions with tuitions priced to allow admissions
from the lower income brackets.

Interstate Cooperation .

A regional characteristic that is a recent development
is interstate cooperation in higher education. Three regional
cooperative groups are currently in existence: the Southern Re-
gional Educational Board (established in 1948), the Western Inter-
state Commission for Higher Education (1953), and the New
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England Board of Higher Education (1954). These regional com-
pacts have coped with a number of different problems ranging
from thé use of joint facilities to the organization of conferences
to solve mutual problems. The Western Interstate Commission
for example provides programs in interstate cooperative educa-
tion. A state lacking a particular educational program can by
means of the Commission send students desiring such a program
to other member states where the student will, academic qualifi-
cations having been met, receive preferential consideration for
admission. There are a number of such subject areas that are
covered in the agreement.

Accreditation Cooperation

The responsibility for setting academic standards in higher
education has been traditionally a voluntary cooperative effort
in higher education on the local, state, regional, and national
scene. This cooperative arrangement among American universi-
ties and colleges is the closest thing to the official ministries of
education which control and set educational standards in a num-
ber of other countries.

Intrastate Coordination

Since 1945 as enrollments in public institutions have grown
there has been increasing emphasis on coordination of higher
education, particularly at the state level, although as we have
seen in earlier pages coordination occurs also at the regional and
national levels.

State coordination has been typified by a diversity of forms.
Indeed, it is safe to say that in general no two states have devel-
oped identical systems. Each different coordinating system tends
to reflect the particular problems and needs of the state adopting
it. It can also be said that in general coordinating systems have
come into being in those states where the greatest needs for
coordination have arisen. Typically these states are the ones with
a diversity of public institutions.

The multiplicity of state coordinating systems can be
grouped into three general types: the single governing board,
the coordinating board, and voluntary coordination.

The earliest form of coordination is the single governing
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board for the state institutions of higher education. Florida, as
early as 1905, and Towa in 1906 adopted such coordinating agen-
cies. There are presently about thirteen states using a single
board as a means of coordinating higher education within the
state. Needless to say there is considerable variation among
these single board systems, ranging from differences in authority
to differences in representation upon the board. Of those states
with more than two public institutions of higher education only
Arizona (1945), New Hampshire (1963), and New York (1948)
have followed this pattern since 1931. One of the chief obstacles
to forming a single coordinating board has been the political and
administrative problems involved in creating one board when a
number of such boards are already in existence.

The problem of forming a single board from a number of
existing boards has led to an alternate approach. In a number
of states where two or more big boards are in existence, a co-
ordinating board has been created. This type of agency has now
become one of the principal approaches to coordination where
a single board is not in existence. Whereas the single board
has been adopted by only three states since 1931, in the past
five years thirteen states have adopted the coordinating board.
There are now about twenty-one states using this approach.’
Certainly much of the popularity of this approach to coordina-
tion is the ease with which it can be initiated: existing boards re-
main and vested interests are not interrupted to the degree that
compulsory coordination under a single board produces.

Coordinating boards can be typed in two categories which
have considerable variation in membership and authority. The
relative merits of these two types of coordinating boards are the
subject of some controversy among educators and legislators.’

The crux of the controversy lies in who shall comprise such
boards. A number of states including Oklahoma and New Mexico
have coordinating boards constituted of public appointees only,
with no formal representation from the governing boards of the
various institutions or from the institutions under these boards.

Utah and Illinois, to name two, each have boards with
representatives derived from the separate institutional boards.
Wisconsin and California also include representation of the
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England Board of Higher Education (1954). These regional com-
pacts have coped with a number of different problems ranging
from the use of joint facilities to the organization of conferences
to solve mutual problems. The Western Interstate Commission
for example provides programs in interstate cooperative educa-
tion. A state lacking a particular educational program canr by
means of the Commission send students desiring such a program
to other member states where the student will, academic qualifi-
cations having been met, receive preferential consideration for
admission. There are a number of such subject areas that are
covered in the agreement.

Accreditation Cooperation

The responsibility for setting academic standards in higher
education has been traditionally a voluntary cooperative effort
in higher education on the local, state, regicnal, and national
scene. This cooperative arrangement among American universi-
ties and colleges is the closest thing to the official ministries of
education which control and set educational standards in a num-
ber of other countries.

Intrastate Coordination .

Since 1945 as enrollments in public institutions have grown
there has been increasing emphasis on coordination of higher
education, particularly at the state level, although as we have

~ seen in earlier pages coordination occurs also at the regional and

national levels.

State coordination has been typified by a diversity of forms.
Indeed, it is safe to say that in general no two states have devel-
oped identical systems. Each different coordinating system tends
to reflect the particular problems and needs of the state adopting
it. It can also be said that in general coordinating systems have
come into being in those states where the greatest needs for
coordination have arisen. Typically these states are the ones with
a diversity of public institutions.

The multiplicity of state coordinating systems can be
grouped into three general types: the single governing board,
the coordinating board, and voluntary coordination.

The earliest form of coordination is the single governing
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institutions of higher education in the coordinating agency. A
number of coordinating boards are made up of representatives
from public institutions only with no representation from the
lay public. The arguments in favor of this latter arrangement
include the contention that coordination can best be effected
by those most intimately concerned with the problems and that
through such an arrangement the autonomy necessary to effec-
tive education can be maintained.!?

A third type of coordinating agency is voluntary. Such
agencies are usually composed of presidents or heads of all
public institutions within the system. There is occasionally repre-
sentation from private institutions when these play a dominant
role in the educational picture within the state. Junior colleges
are sometimes represented on voluntary boards and on coordi-
nating boards whereas in the case of a single board junior col-
leges frequently are under a separate agency.
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CHAPTER I

History and Structure

of Higher Education in Arizona

Arizona’s people and leaders have demonstrated a contin-
uous interest in higher education. At the first session of the
Territorial Legislature in 1864, Governor Goodwin recommend-
ed the establishment of a university. Legislation during this
session provided for a university and a three-man board of
regents was appointed, one of whom was shortly killed by
Indians. The university remained unestablished because funds
were not provided, and legislation lapsed. The problems of
frontier life were severe and the people of Arizona had little
time for higher education. "

On March 12, 1885 the 13th Territorial Legislature, meeting
in Prescott, established the University of Arizona at Tucson and
the Arizona Territorial Normal School, now Arizona State Uni-
versity, near Tempe. In arguing for “The University Bill,” Selim
Franklin said: “Let us establish an institution of learning; let
us pass this bill creating a university, where for all time to come
the youth of the land may learn to be better citizens than we
are; and all our shortcomings will be forgotten in the misty
past, and we will be remembered only for this one achievement.
For your salvation, Gentlemen, you must vote for this bill.”
The bill passed on the last day of the session, a day which
marked the beginning of higher education in Arizona.

The remainder of this brief history takes up the three types
of institutions now operating: public universities and junior
colleges, and private colleges.
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Public Universities

The people of Arizona are presently providing financial
support for three universities. Each has a rich history, only
small portions of which follow.

Arizona State University: On February 26, 1885, House
Bill 164, An Act to Establish a Normal School in the Territory
of Arizona, was introduced in the 13th Legislative Assembly of
the Arizona Territory. The bill passed the House on March 6, the
Council on March 11, and was signed by Governor Tritle on
March 12. The first classes were held in 1886. Located at Tempe,
the institution was first named the Arizona Territorial Normal
School. The name was changed to Tempe Normal School in
1912, to Tempe State Teachers College in 1925, to Arizona State
Teachers College at Tempe sometime prior to 1945. In 1945,
when House Bill 136 placed all three four-year institutions under
a single board, the name became Arizona State College at Tempe
and was changed finally to Arizona State University in 1958.

The college was given the privilege of granting bachelor’s
degrees in 1925. Iinportant recent degree authorizations include:
Doctor -of Education (1952), Bachelor of Science in Engineering
(1956), Master of Arts (1956), Master of Science (1956), and
Bachelor of Science in Nursing (1957). Since 1957 professional
degrees in Engineering, Architecture, Fine Arts, Public Admin-
istration, Natural Sciences, Music, Business Administration, and
Social Work have been added. These authorizations, and others
which followed, document the phenomenal growth of the insti-
tution since 1955. .

The first Doctor of Philosophy degrees were authorized
in 1961 in the fields of Chemistry, Physics, Psychology, English,
Engineering and Education. Mathematics, Botany and Zoology
have since been added to the doctoral fields open to qualified
candidates. . :

Northern Arizona University: On February 6, 1899, Henry
F. Ashurst introduced House Bill 41 in the Territorial Legisla-
ture proposing the establishment of the Northern Arizona
Normal School. The bill was speedily passed. In March, 1899
plans for the school were completed and the first term began
in September of that year. Four young women received two-year
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diplomas in 1901, which warranted them life certificates to teach
in the schools of Arizona. In 1925, the state legislature changed
the Normal School to a four-year, degree-granting college, offer-
ing the Bachelor of Education degree. The name of the institu-
tion became Northern Arizona State Teachers College. The name
became Arizona State Teachers College at Flagstaff in 1928,
then Arizona State College at Flagstaff in 1945, and finally
Northern Arizona University on May 1, 1966.

The 1937 state legislature granted the college the right to
offer courses for graduate credit and to confer the degree of
Master of Arts in Education. Bachelor of Arcs and Bachelor of
Science degrees were authorized in 1947 and Master of Arts
and Master of Science degrees in 1957. In 1962 an administrative
reorganization created Schools of Business Administration, Edu-
cation, Forestry, Liberal Arts, Natural Sciences, and Technology
and Applied Arts. When university status was attained in 1966,
four of these six schools became colleges.

Northern Arizona University has thus developed, in 67
years, from a one building Normal School to its present dimen-
sions. Phenomenal growth has taken place since 1955 and, at the
present time, the rate of growth is faster than at any other
period of its history. ’ : L

The University of Arizona: Although founded in Tucson in
1885, the university did not open its doors to students until 1891.
The first bachelor’s degree was awarded in 1895. Upon' opening,
the university consisted of two colleges, Agriculture and Engin-
eering. Through the years, eleven colleges have developd pri-
marily from schools and departments which evolved within other
colleges of the university: Liberal Arts (1915), Education (1920),
Law (1925), Fine Arts (1934), Graduate (1934), Mines (1940),
Business and Public Administration (1943), Pharmacy (1949),
Medicine (1961), Architecture (1964), and Nursing (1964).

The university was organized in accordance with the Act
of Congress of 1862 known as the Morrill Act. Throughout its
history, the University of Arizona has been the land-grant insti-
tution of the state and thus is a part of the world-famous system
of land-grant colleges and universities of the United States.

After its beginnings in pioneer days the University advanced
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

slowly during the first twenty years of its existence. The num-
ber of graduates was never more than ten a year. When Arizona
became a state in 1912, the university entered upon a decade of
rapid expansion. The College of Liberal Arts was added and the
university was accredited by the North Central Association of
Colleges and Secondary Schools. Enrollments increased marked-
ly and the first doctorate was granted in 1919. In a decade
of rapid growth, the Colleges of Education and Law were
established, the Schools of Home Economics and Music were
created, and the Agricultural Extension Service, the Arizona
Bureau of Mines, the Correspordence Course Bureau, and the
Division of Continuing Education were organized.

In the years from 1926 until the end of World War II, the
university matured and became a respected institution of higher
education. During the depression of the 1930’s and the war
that followed, organizational changes were limited but included
the development of four new colleges and an Engineering Ex-
periment Station.

Since World War II, and especially since 1955, the uni-
versity has experienced a period of phenomenal growth in en-
rollments, in physical plant, and in academic programs. Four
new colleges were added bringing the total to thirteen at the
present time. Also, more than twenty institutes, bureaus, labora-
tories, and divisions for special services have been created.

In the mid 1950’s considerably greater emphasis was placed upon .

the contributions which university scholdrs could make' through
basic research. New graduate programs were developed to the
point where master’s degrees are now offered in 75 fields and
doctorates in 45 fields. Several millions of dollars received

_annually from various foundations and the federal government

now supplement state appropriations.

Junior Colleges

Two junior colleges began offering college level work in
Arizona in 1920. Although founded considerably earlier, Eastern
Arizona College did not offer college level work until 1920, the
year that Phoenix College also opened its doors to students. In
1927, the state legislature passed an act legalizing the creation
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

and maintenance of junior colleges in Arizona. These two insti-
tutions were the only junior colleges operated in Arizona until
after 1960 when the state legislature created a state junior college
board and passed laws permitting the establishment of county
college districts supported in part by counties and in part by
the state.

The legal structure under which all junior colleges in Ari-
zona are now operating is contained in Chapter 6.1 of the Ari-
zona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Education. While it is still
possible to operate junior colleges as part of & high school dis-
trict, no such institutions are in operation at the present time.
Since the passage of this legislation, both Phoenix College and
Eastern Arizona College have become members of the state
junior college system.

At the time of this report, four of the state’s fourteen
counties have established and are operating junior colleges. An
additional four counties are involved in the establishment pro-
cess to a degree that it is possible that the number of counties
with junior colleges will double by 1970.

There are now six junior colleges operating in Arizona.
While space does not permit a comprehensive historical review
for each institution, brief accourts are presented below.

Eastern Arizona College: In 1888, the St. Joseph Stake of the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints chose a local Board
of Education to promote the interests of education in that stake.
n December of 1890 the St. Joseph Stake Academy, offering the
equivalent of a high school education, opened its doors to 45
students. The Academy was closed from 1896 to 1898 but was
reopened and formally dedicated in the latter year. Beginnirg
in 1911, a series of name changes took place as fcllows: Latter-
Day Saints Academy, Gila Academy, Gila Normal College,
Gila College, Gila Junior College, Eastern Arizona Junior Col-
lege, and finally Eastern Arizona College. The first college-
level courses were introduced in 1920.

On March 25, 1933, the citizens of Graham County voted
to accept and maintain the college. Courses in religious education
were dropped and the school became non-sectarian. After 1937
the state paid a portion of the maintenance cost until Eastern
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Arizona College was integrated into the state junior college
system in 1962. Eastern Arizona College thus became the first
college to enter the system of junior colleges. In 1961 Graham
County passed a $500,000 bond issue, matched by state funds,
and a considerable expansion of the physical plant followed.
Enrollment in September of 1966 will be approximately 1,100.

Phoenix College: The college was established in 1920. In
1927 the college achieved legal status when the state legislature
passed an act legalizing the creation and maintenance of junior
colleges in Arizona. The Board of Education changed the name
from Phoenix Junior College to Phoenix College in 1947. In .
1962, the voters of the district approved the transfer of Phoenix
College to the jurisdiction of the County Governing Board, effec-
tive July 1, 1963. The college has been at its present location
on West Thomas Road since 1939, having previously been housed
in the Phoenix Union High School. From a single curriculum in
1920, the college has increased its offerings to more than thirty.
It is the largest of the junior colleges now operating. By Septem-
ber of 1966 the enrollment is expected to be over 12,000.

Arizona Western College: The college was created on Sep-
tember 12, 1961 by the voters of Yuma County. The initial
campus was constructed during 1962-63 and classes began in
September, 1963. The college was the first to be organized under
the Junior College Bill of 1960. It was the first state-supported
collegiate institution opened in Arizona after Phoenix College
came into being in 1920. The college has grown very ‘rapidly
and, in the last year a complete agricultural complex of three
buildings and a modern farm laboratory, a Business Building,
Mechanical Technology Building, a Library Learning Center
and a third dormitory have been conipleted. Arizona Western
College now has 24 refrigerated buildings. Its enrollment in
September of 1965 was 1,670. Its 1966 enrollment will probably
exceed 1,800.

Cochise College: This college was the second junior college
organized under the 1960 act providing for county junior col-

-leges. The district was established in 1961, buildings were con-

structed in 1962, and its door opened in September of 1964. The
— 40—
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540-acre site is on Highway 80, approximately sixteen miles east
of the Bisbee-Lowell-Warren area and eight miles west of
Douglas. Response to this community college has been enthus-
iastic; in September of 1965, 1,215 students were registered, by
September 1966 enrollments should approximate 1,600.

Mesa Community College: The Maricopa County Junior

College District opened Mesa Community College, in rented
buildings, in September of 1965. The college is now located on a
120-acre site near Mesa which has been master-planned for
5,000 students. September enrollment in 1965 was 1,369 students;
by September 1966 this is estimated to reach 2,800.

Glendale Community College: This college, also operated
by the Maricopa County Junior College District, opened in
rented facilities in September, 1965. The present location of the
college is a 120-acre site in Glendale which has also been master-
planned for 5,000 students. Enrollments in September of 1965
were 1,969; expected enrolment in 1966 is 3,300.

Privately Supported Colleges

Colleges supported by other than state funds are relative
newcomers to higher education in Arizona. Two such institutions
are now operating and another plans to open shortly. Only insti-
tutions which are accredited by recognized regional or national
accrediting associations are included in this group.

American Institute for Foreign Trade: The Institute was
chartered as a non-ptofisdxizona corporation on April 18, 1946.
In june of that year a site was acquired near Phoenix from the
War Assets Administration. A capital fund was made available
by five banks and the directors of the Institute. Doors were
opened to students October 1, 1946 and the first class graduated
in June, 1947. A three-part curriculum was developed, which
has since undergone no important structural change. Students
train in the practical techniques of international commerce, in
active speaking command of at least one major foreign language,
and in general knowledge of selected world areas and their
peoples. Degrees of Bachelor of Foreign Trade and Master of
Foreign Trade are awarded. The enrollment at this institution in
1965 was 315; 345 are expected in 1966.

— 41—~

AR 3 s e B e Sy TR

R



BRI

HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Grand Canyon College: The first steps toward founding this
college were taken at the Baptist General Convention of Arizona
in 1946. On March 4, 1947 college trustees chose Prescott as the
site and Grand Canyon College as the name. The college was
chartered on August 1, 1949 and opened its doors to students in
the fall of that year. In September 1951 the college moved to a
newly constructed campus on West Camelback Road in Phoenix.
The college is owned and operated by the Arizora Southern
Baptist Convention. Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science
degrees are cffered in selected fields. Enrollment reached 540
students in September of 1965 and this fall 580 are anticipated.

Prescott College: Plans have been made to open this college
in September of 1966. A catalog for the 1966-67 academic year
has been published. Prescott College is to be a co-educaticnal
liberal arts college offering a full academic spectrum in hu-
manities, natural sciences and social sciences. The feasibility
study was done by the national organization of the Congregation-
al Churches. A Ford Foundation grant supported a symposium
to establish the principles of the curriculum of the college which
is based upon study in depth of one of the world’s civilizations
including its art, technology, science, and social institutions.
The curriculum also includes general study of western civiliza-
tion and a major in a field such as anthropology, chemistry, math-
ematics, psychology, and so on. One hundred and thirty students
are expected for the opening class of 1966.

Structure of the Junior College System

An understanding of two different, but compatible, struc-
tures is necessary before Arizona’s junior college system can be
fully comprehended. The first is at the state level and the second
is at the county level.

The State Level: A seventeen-member State Board of
Directors for Junior Colleges is established under the pro-
visions of the law (Sec. 15-656, A.R.S.). One member is appointed
by the governor from each of the state’s fourteen counties. The
three remaining members are representatives of the Board of
Regents of the State Universities, the State Superintendent of
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Public Instruction, and the Director of the Division of Voca-
tional Education.

The State Board appoints an Executive Director to serve as
an adviser to the Board, a coordinator of the entire system, and
a director of a continuing series of studiec for the purpose of
identifying needed legislation.

The specific responsibilities of the State Board according to
the law (Sec. 15-660, A.R.S.) are the following:

1) Enact ordinances for the government of the institutions
under its jurisdiction.

2) Set standards for the establishment, development, ad-
ministration, operation and accreditation of junior col-
leges.

3) Permit and arrange for certification of experienced and
qualified community leaders in business, the professions
and the arts, for the purpose of teaching classes at a
junior college in fields of their specific competence.

4) Establish qualifications of the instructional staff and
establish standards of vocational competence required to
instruct in occupational as well as academic subjects.

5) Fix tuitions and fees to be charged and graduate the tui-
tions and fees between institutions and between resi-
dents, non-residents, and students from foreign countries.

6) Establish curriculums and designate courses at the sev-
eral institutions which in its judgment will best serve
the interest of the state.

7) Fix and collect fees for issuance and renewal of certifi-
cates. All fees shall be deposited with the state treas-
urer in a special fund, designated the “certification
fund” to be used for the purpose of defraying the costs
of certification.

The County Level: A five-member governing board is estab-
lished under provisions of the law (Sec. 15-676.01, A.R.S.). Mem-
bers cf the county board, representing precincts established by
the state board, are elected by the qualified electors.

In keeping with its general responsibility of administering
a county’s junior college, the “governing board appoints a presi-
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dent who, in turn, recommends the appointment of the other
members of the staff. The typical administrative staff consists
of specialists in the areas of instruction, student personnel work,
and business affairs.

The specific duties of the county governing board are the
following:

1)

Maintain the junior college for a period of not less
than eight months in each year, and if the funds of the
district are sufficient, maintain the college for a longer
period.

Enforce the courses of study and the use of textbooks
prescribed and adopted by the state board.

Visit the junior college and examine carefully into its
management, conditions, and needs.

Exclude from the college all books, publications or
papers of a sectarian, partisan, or denominational char-
acter intended for use as textbooks.

Appoint and employ a president or presidents, vice
presidents, deans, professors, instructors, lecturers, fel-
lows, and such other officers and employees it deems
necessary.

Determine the salaries of persons appointed and em-
ployed.

Remove any officer or employee when in its judgment
the interests of education in the state so require.

Award degrees, certificates, and diplomas upon the
completion of such courses and curriculum as it deems
appropriate.

Purpose: The purpose of Arizona’s junior colleges is to pro-
vide in their respecti @ counties continuing educational oppor-
tunity to all men and women beyond high school age. A com-
- prehensive program is necessitated by open door admission
policies.

The following programs are required by the State Board of
— 44—
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Directors of Junior Colleges and found at least to some degree
at all of the institutions:

1) General education for all full-time students.

9) Courses equivalent to those taken in freshman and
sophomore years of the university.

3) Vocational-technical and semi-professional programs
suited to Arizona’s economy and the general needs of
the nation.

4) Educational opportunity for all adults capable of profit-
ing from training and study beyond the high school.

5) Service and cultural programs to enrich the cultural life
of the citizens.

6) Academic and occupational counseling with job place-
ment services.

Programs

Junior college programs can be classified according to whe-
ther they are terminal or transfer, although a clear-cut distinc-
tion is not always possible. In the case of home economics for
example, curricula are often available for both students interested
in homemaking and professional home economists who will
transfer to baccalaureate-granting institutions. A number of
courses for both these curricula may be identical, but transfer
programs will include college and university requisites as well.
There are other such examples of flexibility in junior college cur-
ricula, but in general, terminal curricula lead directly toward
employment whereas transfer curricula represent the first two
years of a four-or five-year program leading to a bachelor’s
degree.

In addition to their transfer curricula, which require the
offering of English, social sciences, physical and natural sciences
as well as other required courses for baccalaureate programs,
the junior colleges of Arizona offer a number of terminal career-
oriented programs for students not seeking a bachelor’s degree.
These programs generally take two forms: curricula leading to
an associate degree and vocational curricula which do not lead
to a degree but are intended to train students in such vocational
skills as data processing and electronics.
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Programs of Individual Colleges
Arizona Western College

Founded: 1962

Member of junior college system, 1963
Enrollment: 1,670 (September, 1965)
Buildings: 21 and 3 dormitories

In addition to transfer curricula the following list of terminal

programs represents the 1965-66 offerings of Arizona Western
College as set forth in its catalogue.

Advertising Art

Agricultural Business Management
Automotive Technology

Child Care

Citrus Fruit Management

Civil Engineering

Data Processing

Drafting Technology
Electronic Engineering
Electronics Technology
Engineering Technology
General Agricultural Production
General Business

Home Economics, occupational
Industrial Technology
Mid-Management

Office Administration

Office Services

Ornamental Horticulture
Surveying Technology
Vocational Automotive
Vocational Drafting

Cochise College

Esinded: 1964
Member of junior college system, 1964
/”/ Enrollment: 1,215 (September, 1965)
Buildings: 12 and 2 dormitories
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Cochise College (cont.)
The following terminal programs are offered in addition to
transfer curricula.
Civil Technology
Drafting Technology
Law Enforcement
Middle Management
Practical Nursing
Secretarial Studies

Eastern Arizona College

Founded: 1888

Became member of present junior
college system, 1962

Enrollment: 890 (September, 1965)

Buildings: 12 and 3 dormitories

Fastern Arizona College offers both transfer and terminal
curricula. The following terminal programs are offered.

Agricultural Business

Agricultural Mechanics Technology
Auto-Business

Automotive Mechanics

Automotive Technology

Data Processing

Drafting Technology

General Business

Home Economics, occupational
Industrial Technology

Mechanical Engineering Technology
Mid-Management

Pre-Medicine and Related Fields
Production Agriculture

Professional Agriculture
Secretarial and Homemaking
Secretarial Training

Maricopa County Junior College District

Founded: 1963 .
Member of junior college system, 1963
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The Maricopa District includes the following.

Phoenix College

Founded: 1920

Member of junior college system, 1963
Enrollment: 19,756 (September, 1965)
Buildings: 15 permanent buildings

Glendale Community College

Founded: 1965

Member of junior college system, 1965
Enrollment: 1,969 (September, 1965)
Buildings: 11

Mesa Community College

Founded: 1965

Member of junior college system, 1965
Enrollment: 1,369 (September, 1965)
Buildings: 3 permanent and 30 portables

Maricopa County junior colleges offer, in addition to transfer
curricula, the following terminal programs.

Art (General)
Child Study Center

Food Service Administration
General Business

Civil Engineering Technology ~Home Economics, occupational

Clerical
Data Processing

Day Care Administration

Drafting Technology

Medical Receptionist
Mid-Management
Nursing (Practical)
Photography

Electronics Engineering Tech.  Police Science

Fashion Design
Fire Science

Real Estate
Secretarial

Structure of the Universities:

There are six four-year colleges and universities in Arizona,
three public and three private. This report on the four-year insti-
tutions is focused on the universities for two reasons: (1) The
universities are public and subject to the wishes of the people
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

through their representatives and (2) The universities enroll 69
percent of all higher education students in Arizona while the
private colleges entoll one percent. (The junior colleges enroll
the remaining 30 percent.)

Arizona’s three state universities form a system administered
by the Board of Regents of the Universities of Arizona, a cor-
poration consisting of eight members appointed by the governor,
the state superintendent of public instruction (ex officio mem-
ber), and the governor (ex officio member). The term of office is
eight years with the terms of two members expiring every odd
numbered year. The officers of the Board of Regents are selected
from the membership and include a president, secretary, and
treasurer.

The general administrative powers of the Board of Regents
according to the law (A.R.S. Sec. 15-725) are the following:

1) Enact ordinances for the government of the institutions

under its jurisdiction.

9) Appoint and employ a president or presidents, vice
presidents, deans, professors, instructors, lecturers, fel-
lows, and such other officers and employees it deems
necessary.

Determine the salaries of persons appointed and em-
ployed.

Establish a retirement system for any institution under
its jurisdiction.

Remove any officer or employee when in its judgment
the interests of education in the state so require.

Fix tuitions and fees to be charged and graduate the tui-
tions and fees between the institutions and between resi-
dents, non-residents, and students from foreign countries.
Establish curriculum and designate courses at the sev-
eral institutions which in its judgment will best servé the
interests of the state.

Awaxd such degrees and diplomas-upon the completion
of such courses and curriculum requirements as it deems
appropriate.

Administrative Structure ..
The administrative organization varies somewhat between
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the three universities due mainly to the differences in sizes and
numbers of colleges. Basically, each university is administered
by a president, vice presidents or executives of similar rank but
different titles, and academic deans. Additional administrative
staff members are added as the number of students and services
increases.

Committees are widely used to increase the opportunity for
students and faculty members to participate in the administration
of the institution. Such participation not only improves the
quality of communications and decisions, it also furthers the
social purposes of education.

A brief statistical overview of each university is included at
the end of this chapter. These sketches serve to add perspective
to comments about structure.

Purposes of the Universities

The stated purposes of Arizona’s universities may be sum-

marized as follows:

1) To establish and maintain the highest standards of qual-
ity in the fields of teaching, research, and service now
authorized, or to be authorized in the future for the peo-
ple of the State of Arizona.

To stimulate, encourage and focus scholarly attention
on the development and nurturing of the special assets
and requirements of Arizona.

To secure and maintain a distinguished faculty and staff
in order to render superior educational service to stu-
dents.

To educate for leadership and responsible citizenship.
To be actively engaged in the search for truth and the
extension of knowledge.

Characteristics of the Universities
Arizona State University

Founded: 1885
Enrollment: 19,198 (September, 1965)
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Arizona State University (cont.)

Colleges: Architecture, Business Administration, Education, En-
gineering Sciences, Fine Arts, Law, Liberal Arts,
Nursing, and the Graduate College.

Schools: The Graduate School of Social Service Administration

Divisions: Audiovisual Center, Bureau of Broadcasting, Bureau
of Business Research and Services, Computer Center,
Data Processing Center, Bureau of Educational Re-
search, and Services, Bureau of Government Re-
search, Laboratory for Meteoritic Research, News
Bureau, Placement Center, Poisonous Animals Re-
search Laboratory, Bureau of Publications, Student
Health Center, University Testing Service, Center
for Higher Education, Center for American Studies,
Center for Latin American Studies, Center for Asian
Studies, Extension Division, Summer Session, Center
for the Study of Urban Systems, Indian Education
Center, Engineering Research Center, Collection of
American Art.

Major Fields of Study!
Agriculture:
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Agricultural Business Agricultural Production and
Agricultural Economics Management
Agricultural Education Agricultural Science
Animal Science and Plant Science

Foreign Agricultural Service

Special Programs in Agriculture

Pre-Veterinary Pre-Forestry

Architecture:

Business Administration:

T S

Accounting Management

Advertising Marketing

Economics Office Administration
Finance Pre-Law

General Business Administration Real Estate

Insurance Special Secretarial Program
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Arizona State University (cont.)

Education:
Art History
Biological Sciences Home Economics
Business Industrial Arts
Choral Music Instrumental Music
Distributive Education Journalism
Double Music Major Library Science
English Mathematics
French Physical Education
General Science Physics
Geography Political Science
Geology Russian
German Spanish
Health Education Speech and Dramatics

Special Programs in Education:

Teaching the Hearing Handicapped Child
Teaching Indian Children

Engineering:
Chemical Engineering
Civil Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Engineering Science
Industrial Engineering
Mechanical Engineering

Fine Arts:
Art, Drama, Music, Speech, Speech Correction

Industrial Design and Technology:

Aeronautical Technology
Communications Technology

Design Technology

Electronics Technology

Graphic Arts Technology

Tool and Manufacturing Technology
Welding Technology
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Arizona State Universiey (cont.)

Special Programs in Liberal Arts:

American Studies
Bilingual Secretarial
Fcreign Service Training

Liberal Arts:

Anthropology Mathematics
Art Medical Technology
Biology Microbiology
Botany Music
Boys Club Administration Philosophy
Chemistry Physical Education
Drama Physics
Economics Political Science
English Psychology
Entomology Radio-Television
French Recreation
Geography Russian
Geology Sociology
German Spanish

g Health Education Speech
History wildlife Biology
Home Economics X-ray Technology

) Humanities Zoology
Journalism

Pre-Ministerial
Pre-Occupational
Pre-Optometry

Latin American Area Studies Pre-Osteopathy

Non-Western Studies Pre-Pharmacy

Pre-Dental Pre-Physical Therapy

Pre-Law Public Service Training
Nursing;:

Northern Arizona University

Founded: 1899

Enrollment: 5,260 (September, 1965)

Colleges: Arts and Sciences, Business Administration, Creative
Arts and Education.

Schools: Applied Science and Technology, Forestry, and Grad-
uate Study.

—-53—
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Northern Arizona University (cont.)
Divisions: The Summer Session, Division of Extended Services,

Placement Bureau.

Arts and Sciences:
Anthropology
Biclogy
Biology Education
Botany
Botany Education
Chemistry
Chemistry Education
Creative Writing
Earth Science

Earth Science Education

English

English Education
French

French fducation
Geology

Geography

History

History Education
Mathematics
Mathematics Education

Medical-Dental Lab. Tech.

Nursing
Physical Science
Business Administration:
Accounting
Business Education
Data Processing
Economics
Finance
Creative Arts:
Art
Art Education
Drama-Speech

HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Major Fields of Study: (see footnote?)

Physical Science Education
Physics

Physics Education
Police Science

Political Science
Pre-Dentistry
Dentistry-Biology
Dentistry-Chemistry
Pre-Law

Pre-Medicine
Medicine-Biology
Medicirne-Chemistry
Pre-Veterinary
Veterinary-Chemistry
Veterinary-Biology
Recreation-Land Mgmt.
Spanish

Spanish Education
Social Science

Social Science Education
Sociology

Zoology

Zoology Education

General Management
Marketing

Personnel Management
Production Management
Secretarial Studies

Music Education

News-Editorial

— 54 —
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Northern Arizona University (cont.)
Drama-Speech-English Educ. Public Relations

Radio . Philosophy

Music b Humanities
Education:

Elementary Education

Physical Education (Men)
Physical Education (Women)
Psychology

Recreational Leadership

School of Forestry:
Forest Management
Forest Recreation
Forest Utilization

School of Applied Science and Technology:
Home Economics

Dietetics

Food and Nutrition

General Home Economics

Home Economics in Business

Home Economics in Business Extended
Home Economics Education

Home Economics Education Extended
Home Economics

Interior Design

Textiles and Clothing

Industrial Arts Education (Teaching)

General Major

Extended Woods

Extended Metals

Extended Elec-Electronics

Extended Drafting

Extended Arts and Crafts

Extended Combination

Manual Arts Therapy
Vocational-Technical Teacher Education
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Northern Arizona University (cont.)
Technical Majors

Architecture

Engineering

Aero-Space

Chemical

Civil

Electrical-Electronics
Mechanical

Science

Engineering and Mathematics
Other

Technology
Civil
Drafting
Electronics
Mechanical
Industrial: Management Option

Graduate College:
Biology
Curriculum (Education)
Elementary Education
Elementary Principal (Education)
English
Guidance and Counseling
History
Home Economics Education
Industrial Education
Junior College Instruction
Mathematics
Physical Education
Secondary Education
Secondary Principal (Education)
Special Education
Superintendent (Education)
Teaching of Art
Teaching of Biology
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HISTORY AND STRUCTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Teaching of Business
Teaching of Chemistry
Teaching of English
Teaching of Mathematics
Teaching of Music

Teaching of Physical Science
Teaching of Social Science
Teaching of Spanish

University of Arizona

Founded: 1885
Fnrollment: 20,361 (September, 1965)
Colleges: Agriculture, Architecture, Business and Public Ad-
ministration, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, Law,
Liberal Arts, Medicine, Mines, Nursing, Pharmacy,
and the Graduate College.
Schools: Home Economics, Music.
General Departments: Health, Physical Education and Recre-
ation; Women’s Physical Education;
School of Military Science and Areospace
Studies; and Continuing Education and
the Summer Session.
Divisions: Agricultural Experiment Station, Agricultural Exten-
sion Service, Applied Research Laboratory, Arid
Lands Research, Arizona Bureau of Mines, Arizona
Cooperative Fishery Unit, Arizona Cooperative Wild-
life Research Unit, Arizona Poisoning Control Infor-
mation Center, Arizona State Museum, Arizona Trans-
portation and Traffic Institute, Bureau of Audiovisual
Services, Bureau of Correspondence Instruction, Bur-
ean of Educational Research and Service, Bureau of
Ethnic Research, Division of Research, College of
Business and Public Administration, Engineering
Experiment Station, Geochronology Laboratories,
Institute of Atmospheric Physics (including Solar En-
ergy Research Laboratory), Institute of Government
Research, Institute of Water Utilization, Laboratory
of Tree-Ring Research, Lunar and Planetary Labora-
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University of Arizona (cont.)
tory, Numerical Analysis Laboratory, Radio-Televi-

sion Bureau, Steward Observatory, University Art
Gallery, University Rehabilitation Center, Water Re-
sources Research Center.
Major Fields of Study: (see footnote 1)
Agriculture:
Agriculture, General
Agricultural Biochemistry
Agricultural Business
Agricultural Chemistry & Soils ‘
Agricultural Economics
Agricultural Education
Agricultural Journalism
Agricultural Research
Agronomy
Animal Breeding .
Animal Science
Dairy Science
Entomology
Farm Mechanization
Horticulture
Plant Breeding
Plant Pathology g
Plant Science
Poultry Science
Range Management
Watershed Management
Pre-Veterinary
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Home Economics:
Apparel Design
Child Development Family Relations
Clothing and Textiles
Consumer Service Food
Family Economics Research
Food and Nutrition
Home Economics, General
Home Economics Education
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University of Arizona (cont.)
Home Economics Journalism

Human Nutrition Research
Interior Design

Merchandising and Fashion Promotion

Nutrition Research
Restaurant Management
Textiles

Architecture:

Business Administration:

Accounting

Area Development

Business Administration

Business Economics

Business Education

Correctional Administration

Health Services Admin-
istration

Finance

Geography

Government Service

Industrial and Labor Re-
lations

Insurance

Law Enforcement Admin-
istration

Education:

Early Childhood
Education Administration
Education, General
Educaticn, Guidance
Education Psychology
Elementary Education
Health Education
History and Philosophy

—59 —

Management

Marketing

Production Management

Public Administration

Public Recreation Admin-
istration

Real Estate

Office Administration

Social Studies

Social Administration

Transportation & Public
Utilities

Sociology

Library Science

Measurement and Re-
search

Physical Education—Men

Physical Education —
Women

Reading

Rehabilitation Counseling
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University of Arizona (cont.)

Secondary Education
Science Teaching
Special Education

Engineering:
Aerospace Engineering
Agricultural Engineering
Chemical Engineering
Civil Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Engineering Mathematics

Fine Arts and School of Music:

Art
Drama
Dramatic Literature

Law:

Liberal Arts:

Actuarial Mathematics
Anthropology
Astronomy

Biology

Botany

Chemistry

Classics

Economics

English

Entomology

Fishery Management
Foreign Service
French

General Studies
Genetics

Geography

Geology

German

Government

— 60 —

Student Personnel in
Higher Education

Engineering Mechanics
Engineering Physics
Materials Engineering
Mechanical Engineering
Nuclear Engineering
Systems Engineering

Music
Musical Arts
Speech

History

Journalism

Latin American Studies
Mathematics

Medical Technology
Meteorology
Microbiology
Oriental Studies
Philosophy

Physics

Psychology

Romance Languages
Russian

Sociology

Spanish

Statistics

Wildlife Management
Zoology
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University of Arizona (cont.)

Special Programs:
Pre-Dentistry _
Pre-Dental Hygiene

Pre-Education
Pre-Law

Nursing:

Mines:
Earth Sciences
Geological Engineering

Geology
Metallurgical Engineering

Pharmacy:

General Majors:

Geochronology
Geophysics-Geochemistry
Physical Education
Health Education

Pre-Medicine
Pre-Optgknetry
Pre-Pharmacy
Foreign Service

Metallurgy
Mining Engineering
Hydrology

Recreation
Statistics
Genetics

Characteristics of the Private Colleges

Grand Canyon College
Founded: 1946

Enrollment: 540 (September, 1965)

Bachelor of Arts and Bachelor of Science degrees are
awasded in the following major fields:

Behavioral Sciences

Biology

Business

Elementary Education

English

English (Creative Writing
and teaching of Cre-
ative Writing)

History

—61 —
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Music

Music Education
Physical Education
Religion

Secondary Education
Secretarial

Social Studies
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HISTORY AND STRUQTURE OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

The American Institute for Foreign Trade

Founded: 1946 .
Enrollment: 315 (September, 1965)

The objective of this institution is “to prepare men and
women of widely varied backgrounds and professional interests
for active careers in international affairs.”? It awards a Bach-
elor of Foreign Trade degree to holders of Bachelor of Arts or
Bachelor of Science degrees upon completion of a fifth year.
It also awards a Master of Foregin Trade upon the completion
of 64 semester hours of work (including the Bachelor of Foreign
Trade) beyond the baccalaureate degree.

& % % B B

With this structure of higher education in the State of Ari-
zona in mind, it is appropriate to next examine the resources of
higher education and some of the factors bearing upon their de-
velopment.
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CHAPTER i

Growth and Resources of Higher
Education in Arizona

T‘he West grows faster than the nation. Since 1890 each
census has shown a faster rate of growth for the West than the
nation as a whole. In the decade between 1950 and 1960 the
population of the West increased by approximately eight mil-
lion. This is numerically a larger increase than the Northeast-
ern, the Northcentral, or the Southern regions experienced indi-
vidually, and it is more than double the rate of growth for the
rest of the nation.

FIGURE 3
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GROWTH AND RESOURCES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Arizona in turn grows faster than the West and the Mountain
Region.! Between 1950 and 1960 the census showed a faster

rate of growth for Arizona than either the West or the Moun- o
tain Region
\ . FIGURE 4
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Particularly since World War II, this rate has accelerated i
until Arizona now ranks fourth among all the states in rate of 3

population growth, exceeded at the last census only by Alaska,
Nevada, and Florida. Between 1940 and 1950 Arizona’s popu-
lation increased 50.1 percent; the national increase was 14.5 per-
cent. Between 1950 and 1960 it increased 73.7 per cent; the na-
tional increase during this decade was 18.5 percent. In 1960
the population of Arizona was by actual count 1,302,161, a nu- )
merical increase of more than half a million over 1950.

Two factors are responsible fr the rapid increase in Ari-
zona’s population: a considerable excess of births over deaths,
and a very high rate of in-migration.
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GROWTH AND RESOURCES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

Natural Increase

Arizona has a higher rate of natural increase than the
United States. Natural increase is the difference between births
and deaths. Arizona has a lower death rate than the nation; at
the same time its birth rate is higher than the national average.
Consequently, the rate of natural increase for this state is con-
siderably higher than the national rate. In the year 1960 for
example, there was a natural increase for the United States as
a whole of approximately thirteen people for each one thousand
of population. The increase for Arizona was approximately
twenty for each one thousand of population.

It can be noted in the graph below that some leveling off
from the high rate of natural increase reached in 1950 has
occurred so that the rate for 1963 has dropped to the pre World
War II rate. This is still, however, significantly higher than the

FIGURE 5
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GROWTH AND RESOURCES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN ARIZONA

national rate. It is possible that the rate will turn upward
starting in 1966. For beginning in 1965 those children born im-
mediately after World War II reached marriageable ages and
began contributing to population increases within the state.
A modification of this upward turn may result from wider use
of new techniques for birth control. How pronounced the ef-
fects of these techniques will be is difficult to estimate. Their
impact in terms of higher education will not be fully felt for
another eighteen to twenty years and consequently consideration
of them is not necessary for the span covered by this report.

Between 1950 and 1960 the population of Arizena increased
at an average rate of 5.5 percent annually; natural increase ac-
counted for only about 2 percent of the state’s a.mual popula-
tion increase. The other 3.5 percent increase resulted from a
high level of in-migration.

Increase from In-Migration

In-migration rates are much higher for Arizona than for the
West, the Mountain States or the nation. In the last ten years,
the greatest portion of Axizona’s increase in population was a
result of in-migration. During the year 1962, in-migration

FIGURE 6

PERCENTAGES OF 1960 POPULATION LIVING
IN DIFFERENT . STATES. IN 1955
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accounted for about 50,000 new residents while the natural in-
crease was about half of that figure or approximately 26,000.
In-migration varies greatly from year to year. It has increased
from an average of less than 30,000 annually in the early fifties,
to an average of over 50,000 annually in the years since 1957.2

The population of Arizona is younger than the nation as a
whole. In Arizona, contrary to popular opinion, the population
has tended to be a young one. This is true not only of established
residents but of newly arriving residents.

At the time of the 1960 census, only eight states had a lower
median age than Arizona. Despite a heavy influx of retired
people, this older group has been more than balanced by younger
people attracted to the West. These new residents are concen-
trated primarily in two age groups: the first group between the
ages of twenty and forty, and the second, the children of this
first group, primarily in the ages below ten. As a rule Arizona
in-migrants are still concentrated in the ages below forty as they
have been since territorial days.® The following table demon-

strates the proportions of the Arizona population in each of the
age groups.

TABLE 3
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION BY AGE
ARIZONA AND UNITED STATES
1950-1960

In-Migrants Percentage
Percentage at Time of Percentage United States
Age Group 1950 Arrival 1960 1960

9 and under 23.1% 25.7% 24.3% 22.4%
10-19 169 12.2 18.1 173
20-39 30.5 324 26.8 25.5
40-59 20.5 19.6 20.9 22.6
60 and over 9.1 10.1 9.8 121

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Economy of Arizona

Those children born to Arizona residents who arrived just
after World War II have now entered the 1821 year group and
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are either in college or beginning to contribute heavily to an
increasing annual number of births. Occasionally they are doing
both. Add to this the fact that in-migrants are also a young
group with strong college aspirations who when they marry will
have high reproductive potential, and the enrollment and popu-
lation increases Arizona faces become apparent.

Enrollments in Higher Education in Arizona

To summarize the foregoing, on the average Arizona’s is
a young population, younger than the nation as a whole. Be-
cause it is a relatively young population, the college age group
in Arizona represents a larger percentage of the total population
than will be average for the nation. Partially because it has a
larger percentage of college age youths and partially because
the educational aspirations of Arizonans are high, a greater
percentage of this state’s residents seek a college education than
do so nationally. In 1960 for example, slightly over 20 percent
of the population of Arizona had one or more years of college
education while the nation as a whole had 16.5 percent as
illustrated in the graph below.

FIGURE 7
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This can further be illustrated by comparing with national
percentages the enrollments in Arizona as a percentage of the
18-21 year olds in the state.

FIGURE 8

COLLEGE ENROLLMENTS AS A PERCENTAGE
OF THE 18 TO 21 AGE GROUP

PERCBENT ARIZONA AND THE UNITED STATES
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Two major variables are evident in the growth of college
enrollments as a percentage of the 18-21 year population. The
first is the pronounced increase in the size of the population,
and the second is the growing percentage of the group repre-
senting college enrollments. The following figure demonstrates
the past and current interrelations of these two variables. In-
creases in the height of bar indicates the increasing size of the
group. The increasing propor*ion of the college attending
group is shown by the shaded portion of the bar.
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FIGURE 9

COLLEGE ENROLLMENT IN ARIZONA AS A
PERCENTAGE OF 18-21 YEAR OLDS
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It can be noted in Figure 9 that during the twenty-year
period between 1940 and 1960 the size of the bar representing
college age population has almost doubled and in the five-year
period between 1960 and 1965 it has increased by another
33 percent. ' ' )

The increasing size of the shaded portion of the bar indi-
cates that enrollments in higher education as a percentage of
the college age group have also increased sharply since 1940
when only 18 percent of the 18-21 year olds constituted enroll-
ments in higher education within Arizona. In the twenty years
between 1940 and 1960 this percentage has almost tripled, having
grown from 18 to 43 percent. Between 1960 and 1965 it increased
another 26 points to bring the total to 69 percent. In the five-
year period between 1960 and 1965 the average increase in the
percentage that college enrollments are of the college age
group has been 5 percent a year. In the twenty-five year period
between 1940 and 1965 the average annual increase has been
about 2 percent.

An increasing college age population and a rising percentage
of 18-21 year olds on the campuses have produced the growth of
enrollments in higher education in Arizona over the last ten
years shown in Figure 10.
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FIGURE 10

ENROLLMENT GROWTH IN HIGHER EDUCATION
IN ARIZONA — 1956 TO 1965
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In September of 1965, sixty-nine percent of the total enroll-
ments in institutions of higher education were in the three
universities; thirty percent were in six junior colleges, and one
percent in the two private colleges. It is clear that higher edu-
cation in this state is, except for 1 percent, public with over
two-thirds of the enrollments in the universities. It can also
be seen in Figure 10 that junior college enroliments surged
upward considerably in 1964 and continued to climb in 1965,
but at a somewhat reduced rate. The percentage of increase
at the three universities was 13 percent betwen 1964 and 1965
and 3 percent for junior colleges, but during the previous year
the increase was 10 percent for the universities and 81 percent
for the junior colleges. The increase in 1964 coincides with the
cpening of Cochise, Glendale and Mesa Colleges. These open-
ings almost doubled junior college enrollments.

This raises the extremely interesting and significant ques-
tion of the probable impact of junior colleges upon the three
universities. Although it is not possible to assess this impact
with complete accuracy, some general indication of impact can
be arrived at for the short run.
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Junior College Impact

One way to assess the impact of junior colleges upon the
universities is to plot junior college enrollments against the
growth of freshman and sophomore classes at the three institu-
tions. If there was a strong impact it should certainly have
become evident when four new junior colleges were added in
1963 and 1964. This comparison is plotted below.

FIGURE 11

JUNIOR COLLEGE ENROLLMENT VS, LOWER DIVISION
ENROLLMENT AT ARIZONA UNIVERSITIES, 1956 - 1965

- - - -THE 3 ARIZONA UNIVERSITIES , (LOWER DIVISION) .
——— JUNIOR COLLEGES .
8 3 ARIZONA UNIVERSITIES (3rd YEAR) s

ENROLLMENT IN THOUSANDS
®
AY

19566 ‘57 *58 *59 ‘60 ‘6! ‘62 *63 ‘64 ‘65

Beginning in 1963 when junior college enrollments began
an upward swing coinciding with the opening of Arizona West-
ern College a slight drop in the rate of increase of lower division
students at the universities is indicated on the graph (Figure 11).
Note that if the broken line connecting 1959 and 1962 is extended
at the same angle to 1963, it would have risen to about 17,000
lower division students at the universities; the actual number
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was 15,938. There was therefore in 1963, according to this pro-

jection, an estimated impact of about 1,100 lower division stu- :

dents on the universities. %

But 1963 was the year the 18-21 year group increased as a 4

result of post World War II births; therefore the impact must

have been greater than a linear projection suggests. If the angle

of incline of the broken line in Figure 11 is tilted upward

to allow for the increase in the 18-21 year old population and

to allow for the increasing percentage of this group in college,

a more accurate estimate is likely. With these two variables

considered, the impact of the junior colleges on the universities

in 1963 can be estimated at about 2,000 lower division students.

In 1964 the sharpest rise in junior college enrollments oc-

curred, coinciding with the opening of Cochise, Glendale, and

Mesa junior colleges. The rate of increase for lower division en-

rollments at the universities (the broken line in Figure 11) re-

. covered somewhat by 1964, almost equalling the 1958 to 1962 !

trend. The estimated impact on university lower division enroll-
ments by 1964 is approximately 3,500 students.

Between 1964 and 1965 both the broken line and the solid
line take different angles. The universities lower division enroll-
ment moves upward at an angle sharper than pre 1963 angles
while junior college enrollments return to an angle approxi-
mating 1962 trends. This is precisely what should be expected.

When a new junior college opens in a community the initial
response will be greater than the response in succeeding years.
In the first year of operation many potential students are avail-
able who for one reason or another have deferred their enroll-
ment. With this initial group enrolled, succeeding years should
begin to approximate the normal rate of increase. In 1963 and
1064 four new junior colleges opened. Over these two years
junior college enrollment doubled. In 1965 when no new junior
colleges opened, enrollments returned to rates of increase similar
to those before 1963.

Note that in 1963, and especially in 1964, the broken line _
does not decline at the same angle that the solid line inclines. s
In 1964 junior college enrollments were almost double the
previous year, yet their impact on the lower division curve of the
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universities was less apparent than the year previously. It can
be concluded from this that the largest proportion of new enroll-
ments in junior colleges are students who would not have had
the opportunity for a college education otherwise. This con-
tention is borne out by the following analysis.

The Impact of Cochise College

For each of the two years Cochise College has been open,
a measurement of its probable impact upon the University of
Arizona has been made. The impact was determined by measur-
ing the percentages of freshmen and sophomores from the grad-
uiating classes of five Cochise County high schools in 1962 and
1963. These five schools were chosen because they supplied 94
percent of Cochise College enrollments in September, 1965 and
represented therefore a maximum impact on the University of
Arizona.

By calculating the percentages of freshmen and sophomores
who had attended the university in 1962 and 1963, and by ex-
tending a trend line for these percentages to 1964 and 1965 high
school classes, an estimate was made of the difference between
those who did attend and those who probably would have at-
tended the university if Cochise were not established in 1964.
The method of arriving at this estimate can best be seen in
Figure 12.

This approach indicates that there were 43 students in 1964,
and 126 in 1965 (96 Freshmen and 30 Sophomores) graduating
from five Cochise high schools and attending Cochise College
who otherwise probably would have attended the University of
Arizona. '

There is, of course, the possibility that students from other
counties attracted to Cochise College might have attended the
university. A check of non-county residents attending Cochise
College suggests that this would be a small number. Ninety-one
out-of-county students were in attendance at Cochise College in
1965. Many of these students would in all probability have been
in attendance at a junior college elsewhere if Cochise did not
exist. For the ;sake of establishing a maximum impact let us
assume one-third of these ninety would have attended the
University of Arizona.
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FIGURE 12 ‘
ESTIMATE OF IMPACT OF COCHISE COLLEGE
UPON U OF A FRESHMEN # SOPHOMORES
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PROBABLE IMPACT

We can conclude then that in 1965 approximately 156
students attended Cochise College who otherwise would have
attended the University of Arizona.

It is difficult to determine the impact Cochise College has
had upon Northern Arizona University and Arizona State Uni- £
versity because data are not available for a detailed analysis. ;
One approach is to determine the relationship between the num-
ber of Cochise county student, at these two institutions and at
the University of Arizona, then assume that the effect of Cochise
College would be proportionately the same on the other two
institutions. Arizona State University and Northern Arizona Uni-
versity each enrolled about two-thirds of the Cochise county
students enrolled at the University of Arizona. If we assume
that two-thirds of 156 was the impact of Cochise College on each
of the other two institutions, the total impact was in the neigh-
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borhood of 260 students. This represents one-half of one percent
of the total student bodies at the three institutions. The impact
by this calculation has been very slight.

Yet Cochise College enrolled 1,215 students in 1965. If the
impact of this institution upon the universities has been correctly
estimated it can be concluded that about 950 students (or 78
percent) who enrolled at Cochise would probably not have at-
tended any college unless a junior college was available in the
community. Some of the students enrolled at Cochise are not
transfer students and will terminate their educations with an
associate degree; still others may not be working toward any
degree. Some are adults taking advantage of the local educa-
tional cpportunities most of whom will not transfer to another
institution.

Summary of the Impact

The fact is inescapable, however, that a junior college in a
community, because of its special programs, because of its free
tuition and commuting economies, and because of its open door
admissions policy, will attract a great number of students who
would not otherwise attend college. This number will be far
greater than the number who would have attended other insti-
tutions within the state.

One other factor enters into a consideration of the impact

of the junior colleges on the universities. The dotted line at the
bottom of Figure 11 shows enrollment of third year students
(juniors) at the Universities. Although it is just beginning to be
apparent, and will not reach full growth until 1967, an upward
tilt of the dotted line is apparent in 1965. This increase will
become more pronounced as enrollments at junior colleges grow
larger. For as proportionately more and more students enroll in
the transfer curricula of the junior colleges, the universities can
anticipate greater quantities of students in their upper division
programs.

In summary, then, it can be concluded that while some
junior college impact is noticeable (about 15 percent of the lower
division enrollments at the universities in 1965), by far the
greatest effect of these institutions will be to provide college
opportunities to a larger proportion of the state’s population.
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Educational Facilities

With the current size of enrollments in higher education
set forth in the preceding pages it is pertinent to inquire into the
present capabilities of the institutions to handle these enroll-
ments. It is particularly important to review their present
capacities to establish a base for enrollment and plant projec-
tions which will be presented in Chapter VI of this report.

Measures of Utilization

There are a number of different measures used for deter-
mining utilization and capacities of educational physical plants.
Of the several measures that will be used in this report analyses
of net assignable square feet per full time equivalent student®
are perhaps the most significant indications of the adequacy of
a physical plant to support a particular enrollment. This is so
because all facilities of the institution enter into this calculation
whereas measurements of classroom and laboratory utilization
cover only from one-quarter to one-third of total space.

It cannot be implied from this that only one-quarter to
one-third of an institution’s space is devoted to instruction be-
cause space such as faculty and administrative offices, food
service space, physical plant space and the like, are all related to
instruction and combined may account for more space than class-
rooms and laboratories do. This is a necessary condition. Office
space and other such space is inelastic, whereas classroom space
is quite elastic and laboratory space somewhat elastic. By elastic
is meant that increases in numbers of people do not require pro-
portionate increases in space. The principal limitations on
classroom use are the number of periods in the day and the size
of the room. Thus a large sized classroom may be capable of
accommodating up to 100 students a day, each of whom carries 15
hours of class work (1,500 seatings a day, 100 seatings for each of
15 periods). An office, on the other hand, can only be assigned to
two or three faculty members and cannot accommodate more.
As new faculty are hired new office space must be created; as
new students are enrolled additional classrooms and laboratories
are required only if existing ones are at capacity.

Other measures help determine the utilization of classrooms
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. * A student carrying 15 units as an undergraduate or 10 as a graduate.
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and laboratories. There are two such measures that are com-
monly used to determine utilization: room periods used, and
percent of student stations used.

Room period analysis tells how many periods (or hours) a
week classrooms are scheduled. The greater the average number
of room periods per classroom per week, the better the utiliza-
tion rate is assumed to be.

As a second indication of utilization, instructional rooms
can be measured in terms of the percentage of seats occupied
when the room is in use. This is called the student station utili-
zation rate. It is expressed as a percentage of the full capacity of
the room. A room exactly three-quarters filled has 75 percent
student station utilization. The closer the average student station
utilization is to 100 percent, the better the utilization is assumed
to be — up to a point. This point of saturation is determined by
the rate of growth of the institution. Theoretically an institution
with no enrollment growth could function at 100 percent utiliza-
tion without jeopardizing its operation, but a fast-growing insti-
tution would strain its operating budget as it approached high
student station utilization rates. This is the case because high
student station utilization rates signify that very few seats are
available in classrooms to absorb additional enrollment increases
in existing classes. It means that the physical size of the classroom
has begun to limit class sizes. When class sizes are limited by
room sizes new sections must be formed. The formation of new
class sections may require additional faculty.

The economics of this principle are obvious. At fifteen dol-
lars a square foot for classroom construction, 30 additional sta-
tions in a lecture room at an average of 12 square feet per sta-
tion cost $5,400. This, amortized over the useful life of the
average academic building (50 years), is $108 per year. If in
one year an additional 30 stations in a classroom will forestall the
need of one new instructor the saving will be $6,392 (the dif-
ference between the salary of an instructor at 36,500 per year and
the cost of the additional stations for one year). This is a one-
year saving. In the long run savings would be much greater. It is
apparent that allowing for additional student stations for ex-
pansion even though these are not always filled in the short
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run, is far less expensive in the long run than operating at high
utilization rates.

The principle set forth above is highly simplified and in-
volves other factors than those discussed here. All instruction
cannot be conducted in large sections. Certain courses and
certain types of learning situations require small sections. Some
laboratory instruction, for example, must be done in small sec-
tions. Discussion groups are not successful if conducted with
large numbers of students.

The three measures defined above applied to institutions
of higher education in Arizona reveal an unusual situation, one
which examined in light of the growth of enrollments over the
next ten years becomes particularly significant.

Floor Space Per Full-Time Equivalent Student

It was stated at the beginning of this section that one of
the most significant measures of space at an institution of higher
education is the amount of net assignable square feet available
for each full-time equivalent student. It is also a valuable mea-
sure because some guidelines have been developed for recom-
mended allotments of floorspacefor each full-time equivalent stu-
dent. The most valuable of these is set forth in the Restudy of
the Needs of Higher Education in California. This study is based
upon actual allotments in California institutions. Pertinent sec-
tions are presented in the table below.

TABLE 4
Net Square Feet per
FTE Student Full-Time Equivalent Student
Enrollment Colleges Universities
2000 89.9 1494
3000 85.0 143.7
4000 81.3 138.9
5000 78.0 135.0
6000 76.9 133.5
8000 75.2 131.1
10000 73.8 129.5
15000 70.6 124.2
20000 68.4 120.9
25000 66.8 118.7
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It can be seen in Table 4 that square feet per full-time
equivalent student declines as the size of the institution increases
and is different for colleges and universities. Following are net
square foot areas available per full time equivalent student at
the Arizona institutions compared with the areas shown on the
previous table.

TABLE 5

Universities Actual California Study
Arizona State University 68.6 1209
Northern Arizona University — 79.6 135.0
University of Arizona 66.5 120.9

Junior Colleges Actual California Study
Arizona Western College 82.6 89.9
Cochise College 31.9 89.9
Eastern Arizona College 113.3 89.9
Maricopa County Junior Colleges 15.3 75.2

Only one institution of the nine public institutions in the state
(Maricopa County Junior College System has three institutions)
presently has square foot area suitable for its enrollment accord-
ing to these standards. The universities have about half of the
space they require. Cochise College has less than one third of
the space it requires. Arizona Western is under by 7.3 net square
feet per full time equivalent student. An explanation of Mari-
copa County Junior Colleges net square footage per full-time
equivalent student is needed. The Maricopa system at the time of
the survey of its space had not yet completed the Mesa and Glen-
dale campuses and hence was using a great deal of rented space
and portable emergency buildings. Such space was not included
in the calculations.

Another set of norms developed by Doi and Scott* in 1960
gives average square feet of floor space per full-time equivalent
student in classrooms and laboratories for 68 public colleges
and universities. These norms appear in Table 6 with the institu-
tion having the least square feet of classroom and laboratory
space ranked in the 99th percentile, that with the most in the first
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percentile. The relative positions of Arizona public institutions
are shown opposite the correct percentile.

TABLE 6
AVERAGE SQUARE FEET OF FLOOR SPACE PER FULL-
TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT IN GENERAL LECTURE
ROOMS AND TEACHING LABORATORIES WITH RELA-
TIVE POSITIONS OF ARIZONA’S PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS®

General Classrooms Laboratories

Per- Norms  Arizona Institutions Norms Arizona Institutions
cen Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. per FTE Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. per FTE
tile per FTE per FTE

2.0 (Maricopa Jr.) 2.3 (Maricopa Jr.

College System) College System)

99 49 49 (Univ. of Ariz.) 5.4

7.0 (Nor. Ariz. Univ.)

85 (Ariz. State Univ.) 5.9 (Ariz. State Univ.)

10.1 (Arizona Western) 6.8 (Cochise College)

7.1 (Univ. of Ariz.)
8.1 (Nor. Ariz. Univ.)

90 104 &3
11.2 (Cochise College) 9.0 (Arizona Western)
80 126 9.7
12,5 (Eastern Ariz.)
70 145 13.7
60 158 16.5
16.8 (Eastern Ariz.)
50 17.2 21.0
40 189 25.3
30 20.8 3<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>